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PREFACE 
TO THE AMERICAN EDITION. 


Tux present volume of Meyer’s Critical and Exegetical Hand-. 
book to the New Testament contains the Commentaries on the Epistles 
to the Philippians, the Colossians, and Philemon, by Meyer himself, 
and the Commentary on the two Epistles to the Thessalonians, by his 
coadjutor, Dr. Gottlieb Liinemann. According to the arrangement 
of the New Testament books which is found in the English Versi sion, 
and also that of the editions of the Greek text which differ in some 
respects from the English Version, the Epistle to Philemon is placed 
after the Epistle to Titus. It has been deemed best, however, to insert 
the commentary upon this Epistle in the present volume, rather than 
in the one which includes the Pastoral Epistles, for two reasons: first, 


because the Epistle itself was written at the same time with the Epistle 


to the Colossians, and secondly, because the commentary upon it was 
prepared by Meyer, while the Pastoral Epistles were assigned by him 
to one of his fellow-workers, Dr. Huther. It may be added, that the 
superintendence of the English translation of the Hand-book by Dr. 
Dickson extended to all the parts of which Meyer himself was the 
author, but not to those parts which were written by others. 
The English Editor, Dr. Dickson, has prefixed to the volume on 
Philippians and Colossians no formal preface, but only a brief prefatory 
note. All that is of any present interest in this note is the following 
passage :— The Commentary on the Epistle to the Philippians was 
translated from the third edition of the German by the late Mr. G. H. 
Venables; but, as it became necessary to incorporate the numerous 
alterations and additions made by Dr. Meyer for the fourth edition, 
the work of revising and completing the version of Mr. Venables has 
been entrusted to the Rev. John C. Moore, who has also executed 
independently the greater portion of the translation, from the fourth 
German edition, of the Commentary on the Epistle to the Colossians, 
I have myself translated a small portion of the latter, and, as in pre- 
~ vious volumes, have revised the whole with some care,and carried it 
through the press. It is stated by Dr. Meyer's son, in the Preface. to 


iii 


“the new ‘edition of this volume, a his fiber had, before his fatal 
illness, despatched the one half of the manuscript of his revision. to the 


printers, and that the other half was found. labelled ‘ready for the. 


press’ The book, therefore, although issued subsequently to the 


author’s death, is entirely his own work.” The Commentary on the 


Epistle to Philemon, which was published in the English Edition, as 
also in the original German work, i in the same volume with that on the 
Epistle to the Ephesians, was translated by the. Rev. Maurice J, 

Evans, B. AL 
Of the general uhardoleriatios of Meyer’s “work, and of the os 
changes made in the American Edition, in the way of transferring 
- gitations, references to authors, and lists of names from the text to the 
footnotes, it will be unnecessary to say anything in this yolume, in 
addition to what has been. fully set forth in the parts of the work 
already given to the public. With reference to Dr. Litnemann and 
his commentary, the translator, Dr. Gloag, has expressed his views in 
his Preface, which will be found at the beginning of that part of the 

~ volume which relates to the Epistles to the Thessalonians, Dr. Gloag’s 
translation was made from the third edition of Linemann’s work. A 
_ fourth edition has since been published in Germany, but with very: few 

-and unimportant additions. These additions have been incorporated 

‘in the present volume,* so that the reader has before him the trans- 
~~ lation of the fourth German edition. 

In my own work, as the editor of the American [dition of this 
portion of the Commentary, I have been influenced by the same feeling 
with that which affected me when I undertook -the preparation of the 
volume on the Epistle to the Romans—namely, that if additional notes 
. were to be inserted in the American Edition, they should be of such a 
- character, and so extended, as to give the edition a value of its own, 


and thus a reason for its existence. Within the necessarily limited 


~- number: of pages allowed me, I have endeavored, according to my 
ae ability, to do what this feeling prompted me to undertake. ‘Whether 


* One or two wholly insignificant additions, of two or three lines each, were 
-gootdently overlooked until the pages of this volume were in press, and, as they 
o would be of no use to the readers, it was thought unnecessary to record them on an 
: appended page. The most noticeable of these is the expression of the opinion 


_ that Hofmann’s explanation of a certain point connected with 1 Thess. iv. 11 is” 


~without.any foundation. As this opinion respecting Hofmann’s interpretations ig 
s pronounced i in forty or fifty different places in Ltinemann’s. Cominentar y, indeed 
-on almost every page of the work—not to mention equally numerous instances in 


- Meyer's notes,— it is hoped that the editor may be pardoned by the indulgent 


>, reader (indulgent to Hofmann, if not to himself), for having omitted this newly- 
: Masel case 4 from the k fourth edition pisaies as # the render will recall to mind 


{ 
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the task has been successfully accomplished, the scholarly reader will 
judge for himself, but I trust that he will not find my annotations 
altogether unworthy of a place in connection with those of the authors 


of pie original work. 


The plan of my annotations is slightly different from that which was 


followed in the volume on the Epistle to the Romans. Instead of 


selecting particular Greek words or sentences, sometimes separated 
from one another by a considerable space in the original text, I have, 
in the present volume, arranged my notes according to the verses of 
each chapter continuously from beginning to end. In this way,I have 
covered the ground of the whole Epistle in each case. ‘The reader, 


however, will not demand of me an examination of every word or 


phrase, or even a full presentation of every difficult question. To 
meet such a demand required, in the case of Meyer and Liinemann, 
more than five times the space which has been given to me, and it 
will be readily understood, therefore, that my work could only have 
completeness within the limitations imposed. Such conrpleteness—in 
some measure, at least—I have made an effort to secure. I have pur- 


_ posely avoided all discussion of the interesting subjects connected with 


the Introduction to the Epistles, and have considered but few points of 
textual criticism, It seemed better to do one part of the work more — 
fully, than all parts less fully, and I confined myself, from the outset, 
to the explanation of the text in its thought and meaning. 

As in the notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Ihave made but few 
references to commentators, and, in general, only to those who are of 
quite recent date, and, on this account, are not often, or not at all, 
alluded to by Meyer and Linemann. For the purpose of saving space, 
I have usually abbreviated the names of these writers, but they will be 
easily recognized by all who are familiar with their works, and by 
others on examining the List of Exegetical Literature at the beginning 
of the Commentaries on Philippians and Thessalonians. The occa- 
sional references to Winer’s and Buttmann’s Grammars, in my own 


notes, are to the pages of the American translations of those works. 


The same is the fact with the references marked [K. T.] in the notes 
by Liinemann and Meyer. The letters tr. following the names. of 
Noyes, Davidson, and one or two others, in my own annotations, will 
be understood as referring to the translations of the New Testament by 


~ the persons mentioned. 


~ the fact that Hofmann is now dead, and will realize that, though so unfor tunately 
misguided in his opinions in his. life-time, he may be presumed, in the clearer 


light of his present existence, to have brought his views of Paul’s meaning, in 
every instance, into complete harmony with those expressed by Dr. Liinemann. 
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T have only to add. my commendation of the volume, so far as the 
work of Meyer and Liinemann fills its pages, to all theological students 
and ministers throughout the country, and the expression of my 
hope that all who may examine it will find some help from what I 
have myself written. I am sure that the book will have a kindly 
- yeception on the part of those who have, at any time within the past 
twenty-seven. years, studied the Pauline Epistles with me, in the 
Divinity School of Yale College; and to them I dedicate my own por- 
tion of it—as I did my part of the volume on the Epistle to the 
Romans—with a renewed assurance of my interest in their work and 
- welfare. 

TIMOTHY DWIGHT. 


| New Haven, Aug. 15th, 1885, 
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EXEGETICAL LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLES 


TO THE 


PHILIPPIANS AND COLOSSLANS, 


AND TO 


PHILEMON. 


[For commentaries or collections of notes embracing the whole New Testament, 
see Preface to the Commentary on the Gospel of St. Matthew; for those which 


‘deal with the Pauline, or Apostolic, Epistles generally, see Preface to the Com- 


mentary on the Epistle to the Romans. The following list includes only those 
which concern the Epistle to the Philippians or the Epistle to the Colossians, or 
the Epistle to Philemon, or in which one of these Epistles holds the first place 
on the title-page. Works mainly of a popular or practical character have, with a 
few exceptions, been excluded, since, however valuable they may be on their own 

account, they have but little affinity with the strictly exegetical character of the | 
present work. Monographs on chapters or sections are generally noticed by 

Meyer in loc. The editions quoted are usually the earliest; ad. appended denotes 
that the book has been more or less frequently reprinted: + marks the date of the 

author's death] ; 


Armay (Henry), + 1616, Provost of Queen’s College, Oxford: Leetures upon the 


whole Epistle to the Philippians . .. 4°, Lond. 1618, ai. 
AgrersoLtt (William), Minister at Infield, Sussex; A Commentary upon the 
Epistle to Philemon. Lond. 1612, 2d ed. 1688. 


Am Enver (Johann Gottfried), + 1821, Superintendent at Neustadt on the Orla: 


Pauli Epistola ad Philippenses Graece ... nova versione Latina et 
annotatione perpetua illustrata. 8°, Viteb. 1798). 7 


Baur (Carl Christian Wilhelm Felix), Ministerialrath, Baden: Commentar tiber 
den Brief Pauli an die Colosser, mit stiiter Beriicksichtigung der filtern 
und neuern Ausleger, 8°, Basel, 1833. 
Barry (Alfred D.D.), Principal of Kings College, London: Commentary on 
Philippians, on Colossians, and on Philemon (in Ellicoft’s Commentary 
for English Readers). — 
BAUMGARTEN (Sigmund Jakob), See GALATTANS. 
Baumearren-Crvstus (Ludwig Friedrich Otto), + 1848, Prof. Theol. at Jena: 
- Commentar fiber den Brief Pauli an die Epheser und Kolosser .. . 8°, 
. Jena, 1845. ners tber die Briefe an die pone und Thessa- 
lonicher pe . es 8°, Jena, 1848. 


ner (Paul), + 1617, Min, at Cambridge: 4 A Commentarie upon the T. and IT, 


chapters of Saint Paul to the Colossians... 4°, Lond. 1084, ad. 
Breen (Jean-Théodore,) RB. C. Prof. Or. Lang. at Louyain: Comimentarius in 
Epistolam §. Pauli ad Philippenses. Eyes 8°, Loyanii, 1842. 
Bure (Friedrich), ¢ 1859, Prof, Theol. ab Bonn: Vorlesungen fiber die Briefe 
an die Kolosser, aes Philemon und die Epheser ong 8°, Berl. 1865, 
BOUMER (Wilhelm), Prof. Theol. at Breslau: Theologische Auslegung des paul 
inischen Sendschreibens an die Colosser, 8°, Breslau, 1885, 


| -Bravne (Karl), Superintendent at Altenburg in Saxony: Die Briofe S4. Panli 

an die Epheser, Kolosser, Philipper. Theologisch-homiletiseh ‘bearbei- 

tet. [In Lange’s Bibelwerk.] 8°, Bielefeld, 1867. [Translated from 

the German, with additions (Philippians), by Horatio B. Hackett, D.D, 

_ and (Colossians) by M. B. Riddle, D.D.] 8°, New York and Edin. 1870, 

Brerreaurt (Joachim Justus), + 1782, Prof. Theol. at Halle: Animadversiones 
exegeticae et dogmatico-practicae in Epistolam ad Philippenses. 

4°, Halae, 1703. 

Brenz [or Buenri09] (Johann), ¢ 1570, Provost at Stuttgart; Explieatio Episto- 

lae ail Philippenses. 8°, Francof, 1548, 


Byriep (Nicholas), ¢ 1622, Vicar of Isleworth: An Exposition upon the Epistle » 
to the Colossians’... 4°, 1617, al. 


 Canrxrus (Georg). See Romans. 


“Carrwrigut (Thomas), + 1608, Prof. Theol. at Cambridge: Commentary on the 
Epistle to the Colossians, 4°, Lond. 1612, 


_. Darxe (Jean), + 1670, Pastor at Paris; Exposition sur la divine pit re de Papd- 
tre 8. Paul aux Filippiens. 8°, Genev. 1659, 
- DALMER ce Eduard Franz): Auslegung des Briefes Pauli an die Colosser, 

8°, Gotha, 1858. 
DANAEUS [Danaxru] (Lambert), + 1596, Pastor at Orthes: Commentarius in 
; Epistolam ad Philemonem. 8°, Geneva, 1579 


ES DavENANT (John,) ¢ 1641, Bishop-of Salisbury: Expositio Epistolae Pauli ad 





Colossenses, 2°, Cantob: 1627, al. [Translated, with notes, by Jostah 
Allport. 2 als ~ 88, Lond. 1831.) 
_ DavrEs (Joun LunweLyy), Rector of Christ Church, Marylebone: The pistles 
_of St. Paul to the Ephesians, the Colossians, and Philemon, with intro- 
duction and notes, and an essay on the traces of foreign piemenias in the 
_ . theology of these Epistles, - hg ts 8°, Lond. 1867, 

Desace e acob Friedrich Ignaz): Erklirung des Briefs : an den Philemon, 


8°, Breslan, 1844. 
Dyin (@anie) %e &, 1614, Minister at St. Albans: A feuitful nccues Upon 


- Philemon. weed , aM 4°, Lond. 1618, 


Eapre (John), DD, +1876, Prof, Bibl. Lit, tothe Unite Presbiyterian'C hureh: A 
Commentary on the Greek Text of ' the Epistle of Paul. to the Philip. 


plans. . 8°, Edin, 1859, 
A Camneniees 0 on a the Greek Text ot the  Bpistle to the Colossians. 


8, Lond. and Glage. 1856. 
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Exzricorr (Charles John), D. D., Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol: A Critical and 
Grammatical Cominentiry on St. Paul's Epistles to the Philippians, Colos- 


sians, and Philemon, with a revised translation. 8°, Lond. 1857, al, 
Exron (Edward), Minister at Bermondsey: An’ Exposition of the Epistle to the 
Colossians . . . 4°, Lond. 16 18, al. 


Ferauson (James), ¢ 1667, Minister at Kilwinning: A Briefe Exposition of the 
Epistles of Paul to the Philippians and Colossians. 8°, Edin, 1636, al: 
‘Frarr (Johann Friedrich), + 1821, Prof. Theol. at Tiibingen: Vorlesungen tiber 
die Briefe Pauli an die Philipper, Kolosser, Thessalonicher, und den. 


‘Philemon, herausgegeben yon Chr. F. Kling. 8°, Tithing, 1829. 
Gentinis (Scipione), | 1616, Prof. Law at Alidorf: Commentarius in Epistolam 

ad Philemonem. 4°, Norimb. 1618, [Crit. Sac. vii. 2.] 
HaAGENBACH (Karl Rudolph), ¢ 1874, Prof. Theol. at Basel: Pauli Epistolany ad : 

Philemonem interpretatus est C. R. Hagenbach. 4°, Busil, 1829. 


Hemrricus (Johann Heinrich), Superintendent at Burgdorf: Testamentum Novum 
Graece perpetuo annotatione ilustravit J.P. Koppe. Vol. vii. p. 2.° Com- 
plectens Pauli Epistolas ad Philippenses et Colossenses, Continuavit. 


J. H. Heinrichs, 8°, Gétting. 1808, ed. IL, 1826, . 
Hewnarn (Wessel Albert van), Prof. Theol. at Leyden: Commentarius perpetuus 
in Epistolam Pauliad Philippenses. 8°, Lugd. Bat. 1839, 


-Hornemann (Hermann Gustay), Teacher in Gymnasium at Zwickan: Commen- 
tarius in Epistolam divi Pauli ad Philippenses. [Twerne: Comment. — 
in N. 'T., vol. xxii.] 8°, Lips. 1839. - 

Hormann (Johann Christian Konrad von), Prof. Theol. at Erlangen: Die Heilige 
Schrift des N. T. zusammenhiingend untersucht. IV. 2. Die Briefe 
Pauli an die Kolosser und Philemon. IV. 38. Der Brief Pauli an die 
Philipper. &°, Nérdlingen, 1870-2. 

HortzMann (Heinrich Johann), Prof. Theol.in Strassburg: Kritik der Epheser 

und Kolosserbriefe auf Grund einer Analyse ihres Verwandschafts- 

verhiiltnisses. 8°, Leipzig, 1872. 

Homme (Johann Heinrich), ¢ 1674, Dean at Berne: Explanatio Epistolae ad 
Philemonem. > 2°, Tiguri, 1670. 

Horner (Johann Eduard), Pastor at. Wittenférden, Schwerin: Commentar iiber 

den Brief Pauli an die Colosser. 8°, Hamb, 1841. 


Jarno (Georg Friedrich), Director of Gymnasium at Hildesheim: Pauli Brief 
an die Philipper. 8°, Hildesheim, 1857. 

Jones (William, D.D.): A Commentary on the Epistles to Philemon and the 
Hebrews. “ 2°, Lond. 1635. 

J UNKER (Friedrich): Historisch-kritischer und philologischer Commentar tiber 
den Brief Pauli an die Colosser . . . 8°, Mannheim, 1828. 

_ Kanter (C. R) : Auslegung der Epistel an die Philipper. 8°, Kiel, 1855. 

Kiorrer (Albrecht):* Der Brief an die Kolosser kritisch untersucht und in 





- geinem Ver hiltnisse zum Paulinischen Lebrbegriff exegetisch und bib-, 


lisch-theologisch erdrtert, ae. |. 8%, Berlin, 1882. 
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cust Kommentar iiber den Brief Pauli an den Philemon. 
Koo (Ane é 8°, Ziirich, 1846. 


Coren, “See EPHESIANS. 

Kravse. (Friedrich August Wilhelm), ¢ 1827, ‘Tutor at Vienna: Die Briefe an 
die Philipper und Thessalonicher tibersetzt und mit Anmerkungen 
begleitet. 8°, Frankf! 1790, 


Krause (Johann Friedrich), ¢ 1820, Super intenderit at Weimar: Observationes 
critico-exegeticae in Pauli Epistolae ad Philippenses o. i. et ii. 

4°, Revimont. [1810]. 

_ Ktuwe (Franz Robert): Die Epistel Pauli an Eovenon in Bibel-stunden ... 

ausgelegt, 2 Bundchen, 8°, Leipzig, 1856, 


Ligurroor (Joseph Barber), D.D., Hulsean Professor of Divinity at ( ‘ambridge: 
St. Paul’s Epistle to the Philippians. A revised text, with intréductions, 


notes, and. dissertations. 8°, Lond. and Camb. 1868, ad, 
St. Paul’s Epistles to the Colossians and Philemon, A revised text, with 
introductions, notes, and dissertations. 8°, Lond. 1875. 


Lumpy (J. Rawson, D.D.), St. Catharine’s College, Cambridge: Commentary on 
Philippians, and also on Philemon. (In Schaff’s Popular Commentary), 
New York, 1882. 
Manoury (A. F.).° See Pasroran Episrnes. 
Marraras (Konrad Stephan), Prof. Theol. at Greifswald: Erkliirnng des Bricfes 
Pauli an die Philipper. 8°, Greifswald, 1835, 
7 MavERHOrr (Ernst Theodor): Der Brief an die Kolosser mit vormmehmilicher 
. Berticksichtigung der Pastoralbriefe kritisch gepriitt, 8°, Berl, 1838, 
~Metancurnow (Philipp), ¢ 1560, Reformer: Enarratio Epistolae Pauli ad 
~ Colossenses. 8°, Viteb. 1559, ad, 
Micwariis (Johann David). See i esi: 
MULER: (Cornelius): Commentatio de locis quibusdam Epistolae ad Philippenses. 
4°, Hamburgi, 184-1, 
Muscuns Tot Mevusstix] (Wolfgang), + 1563, Prof, Theol, xt Berne: In Kypis- 
tolas ad Philippenses, Colossenses, Pheasilonicenses unbas et primiun ad. 
"Timotheum commentarii. 2°, Basil, 1565, ed, 


NEANDER- (Johann August Wilhelm), + 1850, Prof. Theol. at Berlin: Der Brief 
“Pauli an ae pines sas eeu erliiutert.. . . 8°, Berl. 1849. 


Prrrce (James), t 1726, Minister . Exeter: A Par: aphrase and Notes on the 
Epistles of St. Paul to the Colossians, Philippians, and Hebrews, alter 
the manner of Mr. Locke tone 49, Lond, 1727, al. 


Rema (Heinrich Christian Michoe!, t 1886, Prof Thedl. at Ziirich : Quaestiones 
ee ' Philippenses. .~ | 8°, Giessen. 1831. — 
| REEINWALD. (Georg Friedrich Heinvich), + 1849, Prof. Theol, at Bonn: Com- 
oo mentar iiber den Brief ‘Pauli an die Philipper. 8°, Berl. 1827. 
‘Romoue ( (Matthew B., D.D.), Prof. Exeg. at Hartford: (Coaineniizy on Colossians, 
: ~ (In Schatf’s Popular Deel New York, 1882. 
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va: Commentaire sur Pépitre de lapdire 
Paul aux Philippiens .. : 


Pauli ad Colossenses exegesis, 

“Rotiock. (Robert), + 1598, Principal of the Uniy, 
ad Philemonem Commentarius, 

Rorue (Moritz): Pauli ad Philemonem Epistol 


trecht: Brevis Epistolae 
4°, Traject. 1731, 

of Edinburgh: In Epistolam 
8°, Geneva, 1602, 

ae interpretatio historico-exegetica, 

8°, Bremae, 1844. 

ScHENKEL (Daniel), Prof. Theol. at Heidelberg: Die Briefe an die Epheser, 
Philipper, Kolosser, Theologisch-homiletisch bearbeitet. [In Lange’s 
Bibelwerk.] . 5°, Bielefeld, 1869, 

Scurnz (Wilhelm Heinrich): Die christliche Gemeinde zu Philippi. 

8°, Ziirich, 1833, 

Scumip (Leberecht Christian Gottlieb), + 1836, Pastor at Glésa: Pauli ad Phile- 
monem Epistola Graece et Latine illustrata. 8°, Lips. 1786, 

Scumip (Sebastian). See Romans. 

Scuoranus (Meinardus H.), ¢ 1644, Prof. Theol, at Utrecht: Analy: 
taria in Epistolam Pauli ad Philippenses. 

SPEAKER’s [Bible] Commentary : On Philippians, by the very 
Dean of Raphoe, with selections from notes by Dean 
Colossians and Philemon, by the Lord Bishop of Derry, 

Steiger (Wilhelm), + 1836, Prof. Theol. at Geneva: Der Brief Pauli an die 
Colosser ; Uebersetzung, Erklirung, einleitende und epikritische Abhand- 
lungen. 8°, Erlangen, 1835. 

Srorr (Gottlob Christian), + 1805, Prof, Theol. at Tiibingen: 
in Epistolam ad Philippenses. . . . Dissertatio exege 
Colossenses partem priorem [et posteriorem] . . 


4°, Franek. 1637, 
Rey. J. Gwynn, 


tica in Epistolae ad 


4°, Titbing. [17 83-87]. 
Expositions of the Epistles of Paul to the Philippians and Colossians by 
John Calvin and D, Gottlob Christian Storr. Translated from the orig- 
inal by Robert Johnston. [Biblical Cabinet.] 12°, Edin. 1842, 
Surcervs [Scr-wrrrznr] (Johann Heinrich), Prof. of Greek in Heidelberg: In 
Epistolam ad Colossenses commentarins critico-exegeticus. 
4°, Tiguri, 1699, 
Taytor (Thomas), + 1632, Minister in London: Commentarius in Epistolam ad 
Philemonem. 7 2°, Lond. 1659, 
Tru (Salomon van). See Romans. 


VAN Oosrerzer (Johannes J acob), Prof. Theol. at Utrecht: Die Pastoralbriefe 


und der Brief an Philemon Theologisch-Homiletisch bearbeitet, Lange’s 
Bibelwerk; Vol. XI. 8°, Bielefeld, 1861.. 


On Philemon, translated from the German, with additions, by Prof, H. 
B. Hackett, D.D. (In Schaff’s Ed. of Lange), 8°, New York, 1869, 


VaueHan (C, J.) Lectures on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Philippians. 
yA at ( - . _8°, Lond. 1882, 





ns oa 8°, Généve, 1841, 
~ Rorry, (Herman Alexander), +. 718, Prof. Theol. at. U 





sis et Commen- 


Jeremie: On 


Dissertatio exegetica, - 














xii ae EXEGETIOAL ‘LITERATURE, 
Vewasquez (Juan Antonio), 8. Ju: In Byistolam Pauli ad Philippenses commen- 


-taria et adnotationes. — fine 2°, Lugd. et Paris. 1628-88. 


_ Vicrorrvs (C. Marius), about A.D. 360, teacher of rhetoric at Rome: In Epis- 

tolam ad Philippenses liber unicus. [In Mai’s Serip. Vet. Nov. Coll. ili. L.] 
Vincent (Jean): Se familiaris in a uaaen D. Pauli ad Phileronem, 

2°, Paris, 1647, 


WHIFFENBACH (Prof. Dr. Withelm) Zur Auslegung der Stelle Philipper ii. 


5-11. 8°, Karlaruhe, 1884, 
‘Wass (Bernhard), Prof. Theol. at Kiel: Der Philipperbrief ausgelegt, und die 
Geschichte seiner Auslegung kritisch dargestellt, 8°, Berl: 1859. 


Wirstnenr (J. C. August), astor at Untermagerbein, near Nordlingen: Die 
. Briefe des Apostel Paulus an die Philipper, an Titus, Timotheus und 
Philemon erklirt. [In Olshausen’s Commentar,] 8°, Kénigsb. 1850, 
[Translated by the Rev. John Fulton, A.M. 8°, Edii.1851. The trans- 

lation revised, with additional ee by Prob A. ©, Kendrick, D.D. 
New York, 1858.] 


ate. (Gotthilf Triugott).”. See GALATIARS, 








THE 


EPISTLE TO THE PHILIPPIANS 





INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. I—THE PHILIPPIAN COMMUNITY? 


the borders of Thrace; in earlier times, as a Thasian colony, it 
was called, from its site abounding in springs, Kpyvidec (Diodor. 
8. xvi. 3. 8; Strabo, vil. p. 490), but it changed this name for 
that of its enlarger and fortifier, Philip, the son of Amyntas. It was rich 
in gold mines (Herod. vi. 46; Appian. Bell. civ. iv. 15; Strabo, vii. p. 511); 





and the victory over Brutus and Cassius made it a landmark in the history 
of the world. Through this overthrow of Roman freedom it acquired a 
high rank as a Roman colony with the Jus Ttalicum (see on Acts xvi. 11); 
but it obtained another and higher historical interest, attended by a greater 
gain for the Roman Empire, through the fact that it was the first city in 
Europe in which Paul, under the divine direction in a nocturnal vision 
(see on Acts xvi. 9 f), and amid ill-treatment and persecution (Acts xvi. 
16 ff; 1 Thess. ii. 2), planted Christianity. Thus did the city vindicate its 
original name, in a higher sense, for the entire West. This event took 
place in the year 58, during the second missionary journey of the apostle, 
who also, in his third journey, labored among the Macedonian churches | 
(Acts xx. 1 f), and especially in Philippi (Acts xx. 6), With what rich 
suecess he there established Christianity is best shown by our epistle itself, 





1See generally, Mynster, Hinleit. in d. Br. - 
an d. Philipper, in his Kl. theol. Schriften, 
p. 169 ff; Hoog, de coetus Christ. Philipp. 
conditione, ete., Lugd. Bat. 1825; Rettig, 
 Quaest. Philipp., Giess. 1831; Sching, d. christl. 
Gem. z. Phil, Zivich, 1833; J. B. Lightfoot, 


St, Paul’s Ep. to the Philippians, Lond. 1868, 


pp. 46 ff 


2 Now the village of Felibah. On the site 
and the ruins, see Cousinéry, Voyage dans la 
Macéd., Paris, 1881, TI. ch. x. p. 1 ff; Perrot 


in the Revue archéolog. 1860, I. pp. 44 ©, 67 &. 


Oe PE RISTO eer ee ee ee 


- which exhibits a more cordial, iacionsa nd undisturbed relation 
~ ‘between the church and the apostle, and pears a more unalloyed testimony 
to the distinction. of the church (comp. especially iv. 1), than we find in 
any other apostolic letter. This peculiar mutual affection algo explains 
the fact that Paul, contrary to his usual custom, accepted aid on more than 
one occasion from the Philippians (iv. 10 ff; 2 2 Gor. xi. 9); from whieh, 
however, on account of this very love, we are not entitled tminfer that they 
were specially wealthy. The Jews were so few in number that they had 
only a mpoceuyy (see on Acts xvi. 18), and the Christian, church was one 
consisting mostly of those who had been Gentiles. The view which dis- 
~ eovers a Judaizing faction (iii. 2) in it (Storr, Flatt, Bertholdt, Kichhorn, 
 Rheinwald, Guericke, and others), seems all the more unwarrantable, 
when we consider how deeply the apostle was concerned to ward off from 
his beloved Philippians the danger, at that time everywhere so imminent, 
ofthe intrusion of Judaistic disturbance, and how susceptible the Philip- 
pians themselves were to s such a danger, owing to a certain spiritual eon- 
ceit? which had already impaired their unaninity Gi. 12-4), 16, iv. 9). 
3 “Comp. i . 28. See, against the view of heretical partisanship, Schinz, p. 48 


“o> ££, Rilliet, Commentaire, Geneva, 1841, p.862 1; Weiss, Introduction to 





a? his. Ausleg., Berl, 1859; compare, however, Huther in the Meeklenb. theolog. 
Eel 1862, p. 623 £8 


BEC, 9,—PLACE AND TIME OF COMPOSITION, OCCASIC N, AND 
CONTENTS. 


y 


It is justly the universal tradition (Chrysostom; Euthalius, in Zac gn, 
Coll, vet. mon. pp. 547, 642, 648; Synopsis of Athanasius, Syrian Church, the 
subscriptions), and the almost unanimous view of modern writers, that the 

 epistle was written in Rome. We are pointed to Rome by the oluéa Kutopos 
(iv. 22 ), and by the: crisis between life and death i in which Paul was placed, 
a. crisis which presupposes his appeal to the emperor, as the ultimate 
legal resort (i. 20 ff, ii, 17),—as well as by the entire confor mity of his 
position and work (i. 12 ff.) to what we find recorded in Acts xxviii: 16 ff, 
a The epistle must, moreover, have been written during the later period of 
the Roman captivity ; for the passages, i. 12 ff, 11.26 ff, betoken that 2 
: somewhat lengthened course of imprisonment had elapsed, and the apostle 
owas: already abandoned by all his more, Intimate companions (ii. 20), eX~ 


‘1Credner, 2 158 f, represents the condeit of: - the statement in Acts xvic 12 ath 
eee ‘the Philippians asapparenta alsoin “the servile : 
\eourting of the rank of a wpdrq aédis,” But 


beside. 
“4s purely historical; gives no warrant for the 
- change of any arbitrary | assumption of rank. 
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cept Timothy (i.1). A more precise specification, such as Hofmann in 
particular gives (that the apostle had then been transferred from hig hired 
dwelling to the prison-house), is not deducible either from i. 12 ff., or from 
the mention of the Praetorium and the imperial house. We must reject 
the isolated attempts to transfer its composition to Corinth (Acts xviii. 12; 
Oeder, Progr., Onold. 1781) or to Caesarea (Acts xxiii. 23~xxvi. 82; Paulus, | 
Progr., Jen. W799; and. Bottger, Beitr. 1. p. 47 2; favored also by Rilliet, 
and Thiersch, Kirche im apost, Zeitalt. p. 212). Concerning and against 
these views, see particularly Hoelemann, Commentar, 1839, p. iii. f£; Nean- 
der, Gesch. d. Pflanzung, etc., p. 498 £ 

We are to assume, therefore, as the date of composition, not indeed the 
full expiration of the deria oan of Acts xxviii. 30 (Hofmann), but the latter 
portion of that period—in the year 68 possibly, or the beginning of 64.! 
See on Acts, Introd. 2 4. 

‘The occasion of the epistle was the fact that the Philippians had sent 
Epaphroditus with pecuniary aid to Paul, who, on the return of the former 
after his recovery from “a sickness nigh unto death,” made him the bearer 

of the letter (i1, 25-28). In the utterances of the epistle, however, there is 
nothing to suggest any special change in the situation of the apostle as hav- 
ing afforded a motive for this gift on the part of the church; and it is an 
uncertain reading between the lines to assume, with Hofmann, not merely 
that the apostle was transferred to the prison-house, but that with that 
transference the process had reached the stage of its judicial discussion, in 
which the Philippians believed that they could not but discern a change 
to the worse for Paul, whom they regarded as suffering privations in 
prison. Those traces, also, which Hofmann has discovered of a, letter of the 
church brought to Paul by Epaphroditus along with the contribution, and 
expressing not only the concern of the Philippians for the apostle, but also 
their need of instruction regarding the assaults to which their Christianity 
was exposed, and regarding various other matters of theirs that required 
to be settled and arranged, are so far from being warranted by the exegesis 
of the passages in question, that there is neither direct occasion nor any 
- other sufficient reason for going beyond the oral communications of Epa- 
phroditus in order to account for the apostle’s acquaintance with the cir- 
cumstances of the Philippians. And just as the aid tendered. by the care- 
ful, love of the church had furnished the occasion for this letter to them, so 
also does its entire tenor breathe forth the heartfelt and touching love, 


“1 Marcion properly assigned to our epistle the last place, in point of time, among his ten 
© Pauline epistles. ey ee ; ee os 
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which thie caistive ee cherished guard hits Philippians. Not one of 
his epistles is so rich as this in hearty effusions of affection and in tender 
references; and not one of them is so characteristically epistolary, without 
any rigid arrangement, almost without dogmatic discussion, as also with- 
out quotations from the Old Testament or dialectic chains of reasoning. 
Not one is so eminently an epistle of the feelings, an outburst of the 
moment, springing from the ‘deepest’ inward. need of loving fellowship 
amidst outward abandonment and tribulation; «a model, withal, of the 
anion of tender love, and at times an almost elegiae impress of courageous 
resignation in the prospect of death, with high apostolic dignity and 
unbroken holy joy, hope, and victory over the world. “Summa epistolac: 
Gaudeo, gedete,” Bengel; comp. Grotius: “laetior alacriorque et blandior 
_ ceteris.” 

After the apostolic salutation (i. 1f), Paul, with heart-winning fervor, 
expresses thanks, intercession, and. confidence as regards his readers (i. 3- 
11), and then enlarges on his present position, with his hope of a speedy 
return (i, 12-26) ; after which he exhorts them to unanimity and humility, 
and generally to the Christian life (i, 27-ii.18). Ne promises: to send 
Timothy to them soon, yet trusts that he himself shall also soon come 
' to them (ii. 19-24); in the meantime he sends away to them Epaphro- 

: ditus, their messenger, who is delicately and touchingly commended. to 
them (ii. 25-80). On the point, apparently, of passing on to a conclusion 
(iii..1) he proceeds to deal with his Jewish opponents, with whom he 
~ compares himself at: some length, thereby inciting his readers to he 
like-minded with him, to keep in view the future salvation, and so to 
maintain their Christian standing (iit, 2-iv. 1). After a special exhorta- 
"tion to, and commendation of, two women (iv. 2, 8), the apostle subjoins 


the concluding words of encouragement (iv. 4-9), to which he had 


already set himself in ili. 1, adds yet another grateful effusion of his 
: heart on account of the aid given to him (iv. 10-20), and ends with . 
a salutation and a pone (iv. see 


SEC. 3,GENUINENESS AND UNITY. 


‘The genuineness of this epistle is established externally by the continuous 
i testimonies of the ancient church from Polyearp, iii, onward; see 
| Marcion in ‘Epiph. Haer. 42; Canon’ Murat.; Tertull. ¢ Mare. v. 1S; 
oe de praeser. 36 ; Titeral use made of it, as early as the epistle from Vienne 
28 and: Lyons, in Eus. y. 2; direct quotations from iti in Tren. iv. 18. 4, v.18. 

8; OF Test. iii, 89; Clem, Paced. i 07; ‘Text, de resurr. 23, 47,—in » the 
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presence of which testimonies it is unnecessary to adduce uncertain 
allusions from apostolic Fathers and Apologists. Jniernally it bears the 
seal of genuineness in the thoroughly Pauline character of its contents, 
of its spirit, of its emotions, of its delicate turns and references, of its 
whole diction and form, and in the comparative absence, moreover, of 
doctrinal definition properly so called, as well as in the prominence 
throughout of the features characteristic of its origin as a cordial and 
fresh occasional letter. Nevertheless, Baur, after repeated threats (see 
die sogen. Pastoralbr. pp. 79, 86, and Tub. Zeitschr. 1836, 3, p. 196), has 
directed his bold attacks against this epistle also (see his Paulus der Ap. 
Jesu. Christi, 1845, p, 458 ff., and second ed. IT. p. 50 ff; also in the theol. 
Jahrb. 1849, p. 501 ff, 1852, p. 183 ff.4); and Schwegler, nackapostol. Zeitalt. 


II. p. 188 ff, has adopted the same views. See, against these attacks, 


now hardly worth the trouble of refutation, beside the Commentaries 
and Introductions, Liinemann, Pauli ad Phil. epist. contra Baurum defend., 
Gott. 1847; Briickner, Ep. ad Phil. Paulo auctoré vindieata contra Baur., 
Lips. 1848; Ernesti in the Stud. u. Kit. 1848, p. 858 ff, 1851, p. 595 ff; 


Grimm in the Lit. Bl. of the Alig. K. Z. 1850, No. 149 ff, 1851, No. 6 ff; 


Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1871, p. 309 ff According to the opinion of 
Baur, the epistle moves in the circle of Gnostie ideas and expressions, to 


which it attaches itself; but the only passage adduced as a proof is ii. 5 ff, 


and this entirely under mistaken explanations or arbitrary references 
of the several elements of that passage. Comp. the commentary on this 


passage, and the remark after ii. 11. The further charges—that the 


epistle labors under feeble repetitions (copies of passages in other epistles, 
as iil, 4 ff from 2 Cor, x. 18, @ al.), under a want of connection, and 
poverty of ideas (in proof of which stress is laid on ili. 1, as the author's 
own confession)}—rest entirely on uncritical presupposition, and on a 
mistaken judgment as to the distinctive epistolary peculiarity of the letter, 
and as to the special fone of feeling on the part of the apostle in his pres- 
ent position generally and towards his Philippians. Lastly, we must 
reckon as wholly fanciful the doubt thrown, upon what is said at i. 12, 
for which a combination of this passage with iv. 22 is alleged to furnish 


ground, and to which the mention of Clement, iv. 8, who is taken to 


be Clement of Rome, and is supposed to weave the bond.of unity round 
Paul and Peter, must supply the key; while the supposed anachronism in 
the mention of the bishops and deacons in i. 1, the Enodia and Syntyche 
“in iv. 2, and the sifvyor yrjovoe in iv.8, are likewise wrongly adduced against 


1Compare also Planck in the same, 1847, p. 481 f. ; Késtlin in the same, 1850, p, 263 ff 
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--the Pauline authorship. Indeed, even the historical occasion of the 
~epistle—the aid sent to Paul—is made to appear.as a fictitious incident 
at variance with 1 Cor. ix. 15. The special arguments of Baur are set 
‘aside by an impartial interpretation of the passages to which they refer, 
and the same may be said with regard to the latest attacks of Hitzig 
(eur Kritik d. pautin, Briefe, 1870) and of Hinsch (in Hilgenteld’s Zeilschri/t, 
1878, p. 59 ff.) on the genuineness. The latter, though independent in 
his movement, stands on the ground occupied by Baur; the former has 
_ no ground whatever. Against Hinsch, see Hilgenteld in his Aeilschr. 
1878, p. 178 ff. . : 

Heinrichs, with ‘whom Paulus in the main concurred, Heidelb. Jahrb. 
1817, 7, has sought to do away with the unity of the epistle by the assump- 
‘tion that there were originally two epistles, —one exoteric, addressed to the 
whole church, consisting of i. 1-iil. 1, yalpere év xepio, and the salutations, 
iv. 21-28; the other esoteric, to the apostle’s more intimate friends, which 
contained from ili. 1, ré abrad: ypdge, down to iv. 20.1. But this idea is noth- 
* ing but a consequence of misconceiving the free epistolary movement, 
which, especially in a letter like this called forth by a special occasion, and 
addressed to a community so dear to him, might naturally be most unfet- 

2 ‘tered (see. on. iii, 1); and in this case, the ‘distinction of exoteric and 


. esoteric elements is a mistake, which is no less unhistorical than contrary 


~ to all psychological probability. 
; From iii.1 we must, moreover, assume that, prior to our epistle, Paul. 
had addressed another letter to the Philippians, which is not now extant; 
and this is confirmed by Polycarp (Phil. 8). See on iii. 1, remark. 


A Without’ any grounds whatever, Weisse. based on style, to regard the portion fram: 
(see his Beitrige 2. Krit. d. naulin, Briefe, © chap. tit, onward as the fragmentot a second 
edited. by Sulze, 1867) has found himself — Epistle to the Philippians, 

forced, in accordance with his criticism 
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Habhov sxrorohy xpos Grdixxyastovse 


ABDEFGRS have merely xpic Ocdurmysiovs. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver, 1, Iyoot Xptorov] Lachm. and Tisch. read ‘Xpuoroi Iyoot. The same in 
vv.6 and 8. This is to be preferred on account of the strong attestation of B.D 
EX (the latter, however, only in vv. 1 and 8), which is reinforeed-in ver. 8 by 
A; it was readily supplanted by the more usual ’I. X.—Ver. 7. Elz. has merely 
TH aroAoy. without év. Lachm. has év, which Griesb., Matth., Scholz, and. Tisch. 
adopt, in brackets, It is found in B D** EK L Px, min. Syr. Copt. Arr. Vulg. 
it. and some Fathers, Looking at this indecisive attestation, and seeing that év 
might more readily be supplementarily or mechanically added than omitted, 
it should be deleted.—Ver. 8. ésriv] after ov is defended by Griesh., bracketed 


by Lachm., omitted by Tisch. following B F G 8%, min. Vulg. It. Aeth. Chrys, 


An addition made from a reminiscence of Rom. i, 9.—Ver. 9. repiocety] BD E 
have weptoactoy. So Lachm., who has placed repiccety in the margin, and Tisch. 
7. With the considerable testimony which exists in favor of the Recepta, restored 
also by Tisch. 8, it should be retained, as we~oceicy might very easily originate 
in the similarity of sound in the following final syllables: émyveZEI, rd ZHI, 
and aof/ZEI.. The Recepta is also supported by the readings episoeter and 
weptacetor.— Ver. 11. Elz. has caprav . . . tév, against decisive testimony. An 
emendation—Ver. 14, Lach. and Tisch. 8 have rod Qeot after Adyor, although, 
according to testimony of some weight (such as A Bs, Clem.), only an explana- 
tory addition, which some Codd. give in a different position, while others change 


it into rod xupiov.—Vy. 16, 17, Elz. reverses their position: of pév é& épifeiag .. .. 


pour ol o& && ayaryg... . xeiuat, against decisive testimony. .A transposition 
intended to produce uniformity with ver. 10.—Instead of éyeipew (Griesh., 
Lachm., Tisch.) Elz. has ériépe, which is defended. by Matth. and Scholz, and 
vindicated by Reiche. But tyelp. is decisively attested by the preponderance of 
uncials (including §) and vss.;  éidépecy, instead of which Theophyl. ms. has 
stpoodépsev, is an ancient gloss—Ver. 18. 7Ajv] B has 6r¢e; A F GP &, min. some 


vss. and Fathers: wAjv 67. So Lachm. and Tisch. 8, But the reference of the _ 


wAgv not being understood, it was explained by the é7¢ written on the margin, 
which has in some cases (B) supplanted the qv, and in others passed. into the 
text along with it—Ver. 21, Xpicric] axprotéy was so isolated and weak in attesta- 
tion (Ar. pol.), that it should not have been recommended by Griesb., following 
earlier authority. —Ver. 23. Elz. has yap instead of dé, against decisive testimony. 


iThe Philippians are alsocailed PiAcrmjo © -ing to Steph. Byz.), @iAurmets in the Corp. 
‘by Steph. Byz., @Acmmnvor by Polyb. (accord- _Inscript. 
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"Phe yap after woAAG is neither critically nor exegetically to be rejected. See 

Reiche, Comm. crit—Ver. 24. év tH oapxi] éy is wanting in ACP X, min, Clem. Or. 
Petr, alex. Cyr. Chrysost. Wrongly condemned by Griesh. and q isch. 8; for fv 
~ might easily be absorbed. by the final syllable of emipévery; especially as it is fre- 
quently used elsewhere with the simple dative —Ver. 26. ouperrepaytev6>] Tachm. 
and Tisch. 8 read tapazevd, which Griesb. also approved of, following A BC Ds 
FGRX min, A neglect of the doubly compound verb, attested certainly more 
weakly, but yet by D*** EK LP, Chrys al. and many min,, which took place all 
the more readily, because the word does not occur. elsewhere in the N rad ban tunel 
even its meaning might. be offensive—Ver. 27, Instead. of tuxobow, Lach. und 
Tisch. 8 read dxobw, but without a preponderance of testimony in ils favor-~Ver, 
98. éoriv abroic] Elz, has abroig pév éoriv, against decisive testimon yin] A B 
C#* x, min, vss. Aug. read duéy. So Lachm. and Tisch, Rightly; the dative is 
‘amechanical alteration in accordance with the preceding abroi¢ and the following 
dylv,—Ver. 30, Elz. has Were, But eldere is attested by A C D* L* s, min, and 
. Fathers, and was supplanted by Were through Itacism. 


Conrents.—After the greeting to his readers (vv. 1, 2), Paul assures them 
of his gratitude towards God on account of their condition as Christians 
(vv. 8-5), while as regards the future also he has confidence, in accordance 
with his heartfelt love towards them, as to the continued work of God in 
their case (vv. 6-8). His prayer is, that their love may increase yet more 
and more on behalf of Christian perfection to the glory of God (vv. 9-11). 
He then declares how his present position redounds to the furtherance of 
the gospel, to which even the preaching of those who are actuated by 
impure motives contributes (vv. 12-18), because Christ in fact is preached, 
~ which must tend to his—the apostle’s—salvation, since now nothing else 
but the glorification of Christ in his case will be the result, whether he 
remains alive in the body or not (vy. 19-21). Which of the two he should 
prefer, he knows not; since, however, the former is more needful for the 
sake. of his readers, he is convinced that it will be the case for their fur- 
therance and joy (vv. 22-26).. Only their conduct should be in cont nmiity 
with the gospel, in order that he, if he should come again to. them, or 
should be absent, might learn their Christian ‘unity and fearlessness 
(vv. 27-80). ; 
Vv. 1, 2, Kat Tud8.] [On vv. 1, 2, see Note I. pages 46, 47], not as aman- 
uensis, although. he may have been so (comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 21; 2 Thess. iii. 
17; Col. iv.18; and see on Gal. vi. 11), for from Rom. xvi. 22 we mus‘ 
_ assume that the amanuensis as such is not included in the superscription ; 
nor yet merely as taking part in the greeting (Estius, Weiss), for ver. 1 is 
the address of the epistle, and as such names those from whom it emanates » 
_but as subordinate joint-writer of the letter (comp. on 1 Cor. i, 1; 2 Cor, i. 1: 
Ool.i. 1; Philem. 1), who, as a distinguished helper of the apostle, and 
well known to the readers, adopts the teachings, exhortations, ete. of the 


_ letter, which the apostle had. previously discussed with him, as his own. 


At the same time, the apostle himself remains so completely the proper 
ie and principal writer of the epistle, that so early as ver. 3 he begins to 
"4 speak solely in his own person, and in ii. 19 speaks of Timothy, who was 
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to be sent to them, as a third person. Nevertheless this joint mention of 
Timothy must have been as accordant with the personal relation existing 
between the latter and the readers (Acts xvi. 10 ff, xix. 22), as it was 
serviceable in preparige the way for the intended sending of Timothy (ii. 
19), and generally edifying and encouraging as a testimony of the inti- 
mate fellowship between the apostle and his subordinate fellow-laborer .— 
dovdo. X. I] The fact that Paul does not expressly assert his apostolie 
dignity by the side of Timothy (asin 2 Cor.i.1, Col. i. 1), may be explained 
by the intimate and cordial relation in which he stood to the Philippians: 
for in regard to them he saw no external cause, and felt no internal need, 
for making this assertion; and we may assume the same thing in Philem. 
1. The non-mention of his apostolic dignity in the First and Second 
Epistles to the Thessalonians is, considering the early date at which they 
were composed, to be similarly explained (see Limemann on 1 Thess. i. 1). 
In their joint designation as dobAo ’I. X. (see on Rom. i. 1),—a designation 
resulting from the deep -consciousness of the specific vocation of their 


lives (1 Cor. iv. 1),—hboth the apostleship of Paul and the official position — 


of Timothy (comp. Rom. xvi. 21: Tid. 6 ovvepyde pov; Col. iv. 18) are 
‘included. Compare civdavioc, Col. 1.7, iv. 7.—roie dyioe tv X. °I.] see on Rom. 
i, 7, and on iysacpévog év XL, 1 Cor. i, 2.—obv tion, «. deandy.| along with 
overseers and deacons. Paul writes to all? the Christians at Philippi (comp. 
Rom. i. 7), bishops and deacons being expressly included (cbr, comp. Acts 
xiv. 5). As official designations, the words did not require the article 
(Ktihner, ad. Xen. Anab. iii. 5.7: otparnyot dé Kai Aoxayoi), although par- 
- ticular persons are meant (in opposition to Hofmann), who are regarded, 
however, just as office-bearers. The reason why the latter are specially 
mentioned in the salutation, in a way not found in any other epistle, must 
be sought in the special occasion of the letter, as the aid which had been 


1In general, when Paul names others be- 
sides himself in the address, the ground for 


tioned with him (Silvanus. being named with 
the Iatter in 1 and 2 Thessalonians), is a 


it must be sought for In the relation in which 
those named—who were then present with 
Paul—stood to the churches concerned, and 
not in any wish on his part to give by that 
means to the epistles an official and public 
character (Huther on Col, p.45, with whom 
Corn. Miller agrees, Commentat. de loc. 
quibusd. ep. ad Phil, Hamb. 1848, p..5); for in 
that. case the Epistles to the Romans and 
¥phesians would least of all hear the Apos- 
fle’as name alone. To him, too, with his 
yersonal consciousness of his high apostolic 
standing (Gal. 1. 1), the need of any confirma- 
tion or corroboration by others must have 
been an idea utterly foreign. Lastly, this 
very Epistle to the Philippians bears less 
of the official and more of the familiar 
eharacter than any of the others.—The fact, 


moreover, that in almost all the epistles, 


in the superscription of which Paul does 
not. name ‘himself alone, Timotky is men- 


proof that Timothy was the apostle’s most 
intimate companion, and .was highly esteemed 
among the churches. In1 Corinthians only, 
Sosthenes, and not Timothy, is mentioned 
along with Paul in the address, 

£For all had, in fact, by their eommon 
readiness in offering given o¢easion to the 
apostolic letter. Thus the decorum of reply 
naturally gaye rise to the insertion of the 
otherwise superfinous ract, without its imply- 
ing any special design of nat putting ta shame 
those who possibly had not contributed (van 
Hengel), And when Paul still farther in this 
Epistle makes mention repeatedly and ear- 


nestly of all his readers (i. 4,7. £, 25, 11°17, 26,. 
iy. 25), the simple and natural explanation is 


to be sought in. the. feeling of special ail- 
embracing love, hy which he was attached to 


this well-eonstituted church not divided by: 


any factions. Hence there.is no ground for 


seeking further explanation, as ¢ g.de Wette 











: éonveyed" to Paul could not have eed collected without the guidance, 


and co-operation otherwise, of these office-bearers.! 


: with the Catholic doctrine of the episcopate, see in Calovius. 


1,7. 


: Ly Eph. $165.7 Thess, i 





They might even . 
have transmitted to him the money by means of an accompan ying, letter in. 
the name of the church (Ewald; compare Hofmanp); ¢ here is, however, 

no trace elsewhere of this. Arbitrary suggestions are made by Gumeling . 
a Lapide and Grotius: that he thus arranged the salutation with reference 


to. Epaphroditus, who was one of the éxicxorto:; by Matthias: that the 


irickoros and dedxove had specially distinguished themselves among ‘the: 
Philippians by their zeal and energy ; by Rilliet and Corn. Maller: that 
the intention was to describe the church as a regularly constituted one, or 
as an undivided whole (Rheinwald), a collective body organized into unity 
(Hofmann) (which, in fact, other churches to whom ‘Paul wrote were 
also); or that, with the view of preventing disunion, Paul wished to 


suggest. to. them the recognition of the. office as an antidote to self 
exaltation. (Wiesinger). . 


Other expositors have given yet other expla- 
nations.—The writing of the words as one: cvverioxérag (BY* De K, 
Chrysost. Theophyl. min.) is to be rejected, because ov would be without 


- appropriate reference, and the epistle is addressed to the whole community. 
See already Theodore of Mopsuestia.—As to ae bishops, ¢ 
official duty érioxoro. (Acts. xx. 
~. roméves (Eph. iv, 11), and. after the rranee ratio analogy ape opirepor, 


‘alled from their 
28; 1 Tim. 1.2; Tit. i. 7), or figuratively 


see on Acts xx. 28, Eph. iy. 11, And how much the plwal is at variance 
The absence 


also of any mention of presbyters? strikingly shows that the latter were. 


still at that time identical with the bishops? As to ne Stanvla, the care of 
the poor, sick, and strangers, comp. on Rom, xii. 
We may add that the placing of the officials after ihe ne h generally, 
which is not logically requisite, and the mere subjoining of thein hy ody, 


,xvi. 1; 1 Cor. xii. 28. 


are characteristic of the relation between the two, whicly had not yet 
undergone. hierarchical dislocation. Comp. Acts xv. 4; Heb. xiii, 24. 


Cornelius a Lapide, following Thomas Aquinas, sagely observes, that “the 


shepherd who rules goes behind the Slock ! I 1%—ydpee byw, 7. 4] Seu on Rom. 


Ver. 8 f on VY. 8-11, Pe Note II } pages 47-50] Comp. Rom.i.9; 1 Cor. 
; Philem. 4; Col, i. 8—érl doy ri pveie dy, ] 
note: in. every ‘tadollection; ea as the article requires: in. my whole 
recollection of you, so that the sense is not: as often as I remember you 


tee usually, following Chrysostom and | Lather), but: my remembrance xc of 


a doce, by wagesettig: erroneously that “Paul, i 


Wished: to manifest : his impartiality with 
regard to the dissension in the church.” 


:1There is therefore the less ground. for © 


Baur bringing forward the mention of bishops 


and deacons i in this. passage to help.the proof .” 
ofa ‘post-apastoli¢ eomposition of the epistle,” 


#ag. Is. also done by: Hinseh: in “the. passage 


” specified... See, against this, mecipais in his , 
. Seitschr. SD p18 f 


 Abh. 


2Tn the Hpistlo of Polycarp to the Philip- 


. pians, mpeoBirepor and Stdkovor ara spoken of 


as oxisting in Philippi, but no ériexomos. Sea 
especially chap, v..6. Therefore even at this 


later period ‘bishops and - preshyters were 
“identical in. Philippi. 


~8Comp. particularly Acts. xx, 17, 28; and 


see Ritschal, alikath. Kirche, p. 400 5 also J. 


RB. Lightfoot, p, 93-8, and Jul. Miller, oe 


al, Mistaken view in Déllinger’s 






Grae, 28, a Ee A 


you in ts entire tenor and compass is mingled with thankfulness towards 
God. On évi with the dative, comp. ii. 17. Maldonatus, Homberg, Peirce, 
Michaelis, Bretschneider, Hofmann, are mistaken in making vay geni- 
tive of the subject (and émi as. stating the ground, 1 Cor. i. 4): “that ye are 
constantly mindful of me,” or “on account of your collective remembrance” 
(Hofmann), which is supposed to imply and include the aid transmitted to 
him as a single preia. That for which Paul thanks God—and it is here, as 
in the openings of the other epistles, something of a far higher and more 
goneral nature—does not follow until ver. 5<uselg} is 2 be rendered in 
the usual sense of remembrance (comp. 1 Thess. iii. 6; 2 Tim. i. 8); and 
not, as by van Hengel, in that of mention, which it ie obtains in the 
passages—certainly otherwise corresponding—Rom. i. 9, Eph. i. 16, 1 
Thess. i. 2, Philem. 4, by the addition of wowie@u. In this case it is the 
peeiay Eye (1 Thess. ii.6; 2 Tim.i. 8; Plat. Legg. vii, p. 798 A), and not 
the uv. rosiaba, that is thought of—zmdsrore] [II 8.] cannot belong to 
ebyapioTd in such a way that the following év wdcq dejee x. 7. 4. should be 
separated from it and joined to the participial clause, as Hofmann ! desires. 
It is true that téyrore down to duav is clagely linked with what precedes; 
but the connection is of sucha character that mdvrore already finds the 
befitting limitation through é7? rdoy 7. yreia tuav, and now by wérrore x, 7. A. 
can be announced, when the ebyapiota 7. O. uw. éxt w. 7. py. tu, takes place, 
namely, “at all times, in every request which I mike for you all, thanksgiving 
‘tow: ards my God is joined with my entire remembrance of you.” Nega- 
tively expressed, the sense up to this point therefore is: “Z never (wavrore) 
make my intercessory prayer for you all, without always (wévrore, as in Rom. 
i. 10, Col. i. 4) in ét associating thanks towurils my God with my entire remem- 
brance of you.” This does not render the wtévrTwy inappropriate, as 
Hofmann objects, the fact being that the apostle constantly bears all. his 
Philippians upon his heart, and cannot help praying for them ail; he feels 
this, and @epressés it. Tf we should, with Castalio, Beza, and many others, 
including Weiss, connect as follows: “awhalst I at all times in all my praying 
for you all make the prayer with joy,” the expression. év rao dejoee tiv dégow 
motonpevoc, as thus linked together, would be only a burdensome tautology. 
Instead of pera yap, 7. 6. wowiu., Paul would have simply and naturally 
written the mere yveipor, This applies also to the view of Huther, who? 
substantially agrees with Weiss. Hoelemann incorrectly connects bmp 
névr, tu. With ebyapioré (Rom. i. 8; Eph. 1.16; 1 Thess. i. 2; 2 Thess. i. 8). 
Against this it may be urged, that the otherwise too general év rdcy dejoer, 
pov needs® an addition more precisely defining it; and the words peri xap. 





Christenthum uw. Kirche, p. 308, ed. 2, who’ 


males out of ovgvye yrjove the bishop kar’ 
éLoxyy. © 


3 According to whom Paul is dupneael to say ; 


that “he thanks his God for their collective re- 
membrance at all times; in each of his intercessory 
prayers making the request for them all with 
doy.” 
fact have expressed himself in a manner 


Thus, however, the apostle would in_ 


extravagant even to falschood, because im- 
plying an impossibility. 

£In the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 18t0,.p. 400. 

'8'This applies also in opposition to Ewald, 
who attaches trip rdvrov bya, and to Hof 
mann, who at the same time joins év aaop 
dejrret, to the partieipial clause. The partici- 
pial clause only begins with the sea ce 


: prehised xere xapas, 


se DET HET Barr, 








‘rip dio, roy, which follow, show that the thought is still occupied with 
> the prayer, and. has it as yet in. prospect to express the object of the hacks. 
Lastly, the article in ri démom points: back to BL sd preeisely ae ae My 
the specification of which is contained in this very 07 7 yy. - Comp, Col, 
j. 8.—As to the distinction between dénaw and mpoaeyy (vor. 0, iv. 6), see on 
Eph, vi, 18.—On the emphatic sequence of rao, wayTOTE, miboyy UNTO, 
~eomp. Lobeck, Paral. p. 56. Paul docs not aim at such accumulations, 
but the fullness of his heart suggests them to him; comp, 2 Gor, 1s. 8. 
pera yapac x, 7. 4.] His heart urges him, while mentioning his prayer for 
them all, to add: “when I make with joy the Quentioned) prayer 
(rv 6.),”—a feature which is met with in the opening of this epistle only, 
Ver. 4 is not to be placed in a parenthesis (as by Luther), nor yet from 
pera yap, onwards, for moby, is connected with edyapord (in opposition to 
Heinrichs), as containing the characteristic definition of mode for diya 
br, wher, by . he 
Ver 5 £ ’Ert ri xowor, tu, ele 7d ebayy.] is to be taken together with 

ebyapiord, ver. 8 (1 Cor. i. 4), and not with pera xap. kT. a, (Calvin, Grotius, 
van Hengel, de Weite, Ewald, Weiss, Hofmann); for in that case, with 
the right explanation of ém rdoy r. pr. dy, the specification of the ground 
for thanks would be entirely wanting, or would at all events result only 
“indirectly, namely, as object of the joy. On account of your fellowship in 
: vespeet of the gospel; {IT ¢] by this Panl means the common brotherly 
coherence (Acts ii, 42) which united the Philippians together for the gospel 
(as the aim to which the xoworia has reference), that is, for its further 
ance and efficiency. The great cause of the gospel was. the end at 
which, in their mutual coherence, they aimed; and this, therefare, 
_gave to their fellowship with one another its specific character of a holy 
destination. The correctness. of this interpretation is confirmed by the 
context in ver. 9, where that which is here expressed by 7 konovia tude ig 
characterized, under the category of the disposition on which this*kowaviea ig 
based, as q ayann tudv. As this view is in fall harmony with both words 
-and sense, and is not dependent on anything to be supplied, it excludes 
divergent interpretations. We must therefore reject not only the expla- 
nation which refers sowerla to the aid sent to Paul (Zeger, Cornelius a 
__ Lapide, Estius, Wetstein, Michaelis, Bisping, and others), so that itis to he 

taken actively as communication (see: Fritasche, ad Rom. TLL. p. 81, 287), 
ajthongh it is never so used-in the N. T. (comp.on Rom. xy.26; Gal. vi. 6; 
‘Philem. 6), but also the view of ‘Theodoret, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, 
“Heinrichs, and others: “quod evangelit. participes fucti estis,” as if ib ran 
Tob ebayyediov (Theodoret : Kowvaviay dé Tow elayyedlov Tip wiariy indent), Chry- 
— Sostom and Theophylact, who are followed by most of the recent 
_interpreters,' understand the fellowship of the Philippians with the apostle, 

that is, are kotvaval you yiveabe t, ounuepioral ray xi rH ebayy, woven, Theophylact;. 
consequently, their co-operation with him in spreading the gospel, in which 
case also a reference to the aid rendered is included. In this case, since 


- Mneluding Schinz, Weiss, Schenkel, Huther, Ellicott, J. B. Lightfoot, Hofmann, 


cHap. 1 5, 6. | : a3 


an addition like yer’ gues (1 John i. 3, ef al), or some other more preciie 

definition, like that in ver. 7, would be an essential elernent—not arising (2s 

in Gal. ii. 9) out of the context—which therefore must have been expressetl, 

as indeed Paul must have said so, had he wished to be understood 
as referring to fellowship with all who had the cause of the gospel at heart 
(W iesinger). The absolute “ your fellowship,” if no arbitrary supplement 
is allowable, can only mean the matual fellowship of the members of the 
church themselves.—The article is not repeated after tuar, because korwvia tig 
70 ebayy. is conceived as forming a single notion —ard xpdrne dys. &ype toi viv] 
is usually connected with ry xowavia x. 7.4. This connection is the true one, 

for the constancy of the somevia, that has been attested hitherto, is the 

very thing which not only supplies the motive for the apostle’s thankful-- 
ness, but forms also the ground of his just confidence for the future. The 
connective article (rj before 474) is not requisite, as éat ri Kowavig ipo was 
construed as ém r@ xowoveiv buac (Winer, p. 128 [E. T. 183]), Tt cannot be © 
connected with 7. déyow rooby. (Weiss), unless éxt tr. coor. x,t. 2. ig also 
made to belong hereto. If joined with seroic (Rilliet, following 
Lachmann, ed. min.), it would convey an emphatically prefixed definition 
of the apostle’s confidence, whereas the whole context concerns the 
previous conduct of the readers, which by the connection with seroud), 
would be but imdirectly indicated. If connected with ebyapird (Beza, 
Wolf, Bengel), the words—seeing that the expression wavtate iv miay deface 
has already been used, and then in éci rf xomovia x. 7. A. a transition has _ 
already been made to the object of the thanks—would contain a definition 

awkwardly postponed.—The first day is that in which he first preached the 
gospel to them, which was followed by immediate and decided results, 
Acts xvi. 18 ff Comp. Col. i. 6.—eroudoc| confidence by which Paul 
knows his etyapioreiv, vv. 8-5, to be accompanied. [II d.] Without due 
ground, Hofmann confuses the matter by making a new prolonged 
paragraph begin with werefé¢2—aird rovro} if taken according to the 
common usage as the accusative of the object (comp. ver. 25), would not 
point to what follows, as if it were toiro merely (Weiss), but would mean, 
being confident of this very thing, which is being spoken of (il. 18; Gal. i. 
10; 2 Cor. ii. 8). But ‘nothing has been yet said of the contents of the 
confidence, which are to follow. It is therefore to be taken as ob id tpsum,? 
for this very reason,* namely, because your cowwvia ete ro evayy., from the 


the text says nothing about a “ service” devoted to the gospel (Hofmann), 


1Comp. on Kcouwwvery eis, iv. 15; Plato, Rep. 
p. 453 A. 
?He makes ver. 6, namely, constitute a 


protasis, whose apodosis is again divided into 
the protasis xabwes dre Sikarov éuot and the . 
But this - 


apodosis. corresponding thereto. 
apedosis of the apodosis begins with da 7a 
éyecy pe, ver: 7, aud yet is only continued after 
the words pdprus y. 6 @eds, as érirolm vpas, 
“which are: a parenthesis, in vv.8,9. Such a 


dialectically involved and complicated, long- : 


winded period would be most of all ont of 
place in this epistle; and what reader would 
have been able, without Hefmarin’s guidance, 


to detect it and adjust its several parts ? 


3 Hofmann also adopts this explenation of 
870 TOUTO. / 

42 Pet. i. 5; Plato, Symp. p. 204 A, and. 
Stallb. ad loc.; Prot, p. 310 E; Xen, Anab. i. 
9. 21, and Kithner in Joe., also his Gramm, IT. 
1, p. 267; see also Winer, p. 185 [E. T. 142], 
and comp: on Gal. ii, 10. 


first day until now, is that ‘hich alane ean. warrant and justify my con- 
fidence for the future, bre 6 vaphipevog at.A. — 6 bvap§apevog K7.4 | God. 
Comp. ii. 13, That which He has begun He will. complete, namely, by 
the further operations of His grace. The idea of resistance to this grace, 
as a human possibility, is not thereby excluded; but Paul lias not to fear 
this on the part of his Philippian converts, as he formerly had in the case 
of the Galatians, Gal. i. 6, iii. 8. [IT e—iv tui]. That Paul did not. 
intend to say among you (as Hoelemann holds), but tr you, dr cavimds vestris 
(comp. ii, 18; 1 Cor, xii. 6), is shown -by érép méprav tyoy following, by 
which the langucge 6 évapé, év dyty «7.4. expresses a confidence felt in respeet 
to all individuals. — spyov ayatléy] without article, hence: an exellent work, 
~ by which is meant, in conformity with the context, the camovia tu, el¢ rh 
ebayy. — &ypue quépac I. X.] corresponding to the amd mporyg yuip. Gxpt roti 
“vim, ver. 5, presupposes the nearness of the rapovoia (in opposition to Wies- 
inger, Hofmann, and others), as everywhere in the N. T., and especially 
in Paul’s writings (Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 297, ed. 2). Comp. ver. 10, iii. 
20. [II f.] The device by which the older expositors (sce even Pelagius) 
gratuitously introduce qualifying statements, “ Perseverat autem in illum 
usque diem, quicunque perseverat usque ad morten suam” (Estius), where- 
by is meant not “continuitus usque ad lum diem,” but “ternetnas c& con- 
plementum perfectionis, quod habiturt isto die. erimus” (Calovius), is Just as 
~un-Pauline as Calvin’s makeshift, “that the dead are. still in prafeetu, 


because they have not yet reached the goal,” and as Matthies’ philo-_ 





- sophie: al perverting of it into the continual and eternal Parousia, 
vo Ver. 7. Subjective justification of the confidence expressed in ver. 6, 
How should he otherwise than cherish it, and that on the ground of his 
objective experience (aird rodro), since it was to him, through his love to 
his readers, a duty and obligation! Not to cherish it would be WONG. 
a Caritas enim omnia sperat,” Pelagius—<As to xafoc, which, in the ae 
ception of the corresponding relation, states the ground, ¢ omp, on yo a 
Cor. i..6; Eph. i. 4; Matt. vi. 11. 0 Jikacoy, comp. Acts ive 19; ph. vi. 
1; -Philiv. 8; Col, iv. 1; 2 Pet. i. 12 !.—roiro gpavei | to have this feeling, this 
practical hent of mind in favor of you, by which is meant the confidence 
expressed in ver. 6, and: not his striving in prayer for the perfecting of his 
readers’ salvation (ver. 4), which the sense of théword ¢poveiy docs not 
admit of (in opposition to Weiss), as it is not equivalent to Cyrem (comp. 
on Col. iii. 2). See besides, Huther, 0.¢ p. 405 £—On trép, comp. iv. 10; 2 
Mace. xiv. 8; Eur. Archel. fr. xxv. 25 Plut. Phil. o Flam. 35 on todro op, 
Gal. v. 10, obdév a2A0 dp. - The special reference of the sense of gpovety: to be 
: mindful about something, must have been suggested by the context, as in. 
—iv.10; butis here insisted on by Hofmann, and that in connection with 
the error, that with, caéée the protasis of an apodosis is introduced. The 
dpoveiv is here: perfectly general, cogiture ac sentire, but is characterized: by 
| Tobro as & eb gpovelv, which Paul feels himself bound to cherish in the inter- 
Me na of the ssredeoue of all his readers (inte mévron bin) did ro Eye pe dv 








A elassfeal author would have. written: ‘Besson ted ToiTo soovtiy imteied. a0, Dem. 


ened 





CHAP. a ee Pop 


7H xapdig tac] An expression of heartfelt love (comp. 2 Cor. vii. 8) on the part 
of the apostle towards his readers, not on the part of his readers towards him, 
thus making tudc the subject; although the sing. xapdie (comp. Eph. iv. 
18, v. 19, vi.5; Rom. i, 21; 2 Cor. iii. 15, and élsewtiere) is not against 
this view, the position of the words is opposed to it, as is also the context, 
see ver. 8. The readers are present to the apostle in his loving heart— 
éy te roig dequoic «.7.%.] [II g.] so that, accordingly, this state of suffering, 
and the great task which is incumbent on me in it, cannot dislodge you 
from my heart. See already Chrysostom and Pel: agius. These w ords, 
ev re toig deapote «.7.2.., set forth the faithful and abiding love, which even his 
heavy misfortunes cannot change into concern for himself alone. They 
contain, however, the two points, co-ordinated by ré... nai (as well... as 
also): (1) The position of the apostle, and (2) his employment in this position. 
“The latter, which, through the non-repetition of the article before Bef., is 
taken as a whole'(Buttmann, newt. Gr. p, 294 [E. T. 342]), is both anti- 
thetical, the defence of the gospel, and also thetical, the confirmation of it, 
that is, the corroboration of its truth by proof, testimony, ctc., its veriflea- 
tion? For an instance of this kind of feSaiwor during the earliest. period 
of the apostle’s captivity at Rome, see Acts xxviii. 23. Hofmann, taking 
a groundless objection to our explanation from the use of 7é.. . «ai (see, 
however, Baeumlein, Partih. p. 225), refuses to connect the 7é with the fol- 
lowing «ai; he prefers to connect with the one éyev, namely with the fyev 
dy 7h xapdia, another, namely an éyerv cvyxowwvote. This is an artificial con- 
junction of very different references of the éyer, yielding the illogical 
’. formalism: I have you (1) in my heart, and (2) for my companions, ete, 
The latter would indeed be only a more precise qualitative definition of 
the former. The question, moreover, whether in 77 aod. «. Bef. tod -evayy. 
Paul intended to speak of his judicial examination (Heinrichs, van Hen- 
gel), or of his extra-judicial action and ministry during his captivity, can- 
not be answered without arbitrariness, except by allowing that both were 
meant. For the words do not justify us in excluding the judicial, defence*® 
since the érodoyia might be addressed not merely to Jews and Judaists, 
but also to Gentile judges [II h.]—rod ebayy.] belongs to rH aod. x. BeBardoee, 
and not to Bef. only; the latter view.would make rj aos. denote the 
personal. vindication *(Chrysostom, Estius, and others), but is decisively 
opposed by the non-repetition—closely coupling tne two words—of the 
article before Bef. But to interpret aroioyia and BeBSaiaare as synonymous 
(Rheinwald), or to assume an ép did Svoiv for arodoyig sig BeBatuow (Hein- 
— richs), is logically incorrect, and without warrant in the connection, It 
is also contrary to the context (on account of 77 azodoyia) to understand 
the BeBaiwo r. ebayy. as the actual confirmation afforded by the apostle’s 
ee (Chrysostom, TReOdOre Erasmus, and others).—cvyxocvaroiy pov 


198. 8: -Plat. Symp. pe 44 C), or: Sixards ele 2Comp. Heb. vi.16; Rom. xv. 8; Mark xvi. 


Touro dp. (Herod, i, 32;. Dem, 1469. 18, and 20; Thueyd. i. M0. G, iv. 8% 1; Plat. Polit, p. 
’ frequently; Thue. i, 40. 3) : 809 C; Wisd. v.18. ; 
1.Oeder, Michaelis, Storr, Rosenmilller, a am |. 8 Wiescler, Chronol. d. apostol.  Zeitalt. p, 


Ende, Flatt. ae aa 2 430. oe 








16... THE EPISTLE OF ee PEI Eur 2 aca 


TA, | characterizes the spac , and sippliog a riiotive for the &yew pe év tH 
‘apdia tae K.7.A, + since you, ‘ete. This love to you, unalicrable even in my 
_ affliction, is based on the real sympathy, which results from all of you being 
. Joint- -partakers with mein the grace. The emphasis is laid, primarily on 
ovyk. and then on qavrac, which 3 is correlative with the previous TUPTOL, 
The idea of the grace sacl the apostle had received (rig yaquroc) is defined 
solely from the connection, and that indeed by the two points immediately 
preceding, év re roig deapoig pov £ and ri aro. 1. Bef. rod ebay, namely, as 
God’s gift of grace enabling them to suffer for the gospel (comp. ver. 20 f; 
see also Acts v, 41; 1 Pet. ii. 19), and therewith to de fend md confirm 
instead of falling away from and denying it. “ Magnus in hae re honos, 
magna praemia” (Grotius). Paul knew that the experience of this grace 
—for the setting forth of which the context itself amply suflices, without 
the need of any retrospective ratte (as is Hofmann’s objection)—had 
been vouchsafed not only to himself, but also to all his Philippian con- 
verts, Who like him had had to suffer for Christ (ver. 29 f); and thus, in 
his bonds, and whilst vindicating and confirming the gospel, conscious of 
the holy similarity in this respect between his and their experience, 
sympathetically and lovingly he bore them, as his fellow-sharers of this: 
grace, in his heart. He knew that, whilst he was suffering, and defending 
and confirming the gospel, he had all his readers as oupmiayorter, omaroan- 
~ yotwevor, oupPeBatowvrec 7d ebayyédov, and that in virtue of the abovenamed 
grace of God, as a manifestation of which he had reeognized his bouts, 
and his activity for the gospel in these bonds... Others interpret: it much 
too generally and v: aguely, looking at the tender and special references of 
_ the context, as the “gratiosa evangelii donatio” (Hoelemann, comp. Wolf, 
Heinrichs, de Wette, and others). Likewise without any more ftmie- 
diate reference to the context, and inappropriate, is its explanation of 
the apostolic office (Rom. i. 5, et al.), the Philippians being said. to be active 
promoters of this through their faith (see Theodore of a nlong 
~ with which a reference is introduced to the assistance rendered (Storr, am 
Ende, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Hofmann; comp. also W viss)-—which ASSISt- 
ance has come to he regarded as a kowavta cig 7d ebaryyfaov (but see on ver, 
5), a8 Hofmann: expresses it. Those who feel dissatisfied that Paul does 
not mention at.the very beginning of the epistle the assistance rendered 
to him, prescribe a certain line for the apostle; which, however, he does 
not follow, but gives. expression first of all to his love for the Philippians 
in subjects of a higher and more general interest, and puts off his expres- 
sion. of thanks, properly so. called, to the end of the epistle. Lastly, the 
translation . gaudii. (Vulgate, Ttala; Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Primasius, 
Sedulius) is derived from another reading (xapic}.—The ty in ovyrou ramate 
refers to pov, my joint-partakers (iv. 14) of the grace, thus combining ovyx. 
with a double genitive of the person and the thing, of the sul ject and the 
object. (Kiihner, ID. 1, p. 288; Winer, p. 180. LE. T, 191]), and’ placing it- 
fe first with emphasis; for this joint fellowship: is the point of the love in 
aa ‘question -—As to the repetition of tac, see Matthies, p: 1031, oe on Col. 
ma i, 18; comp. Soph. 0..C. 1278, and Reikig © in Too. 


CAP, cee he Ba 


REMARK. Whether 2v re toi¢ deauoig .. . ebayy. should be connected with the 
precetling 4 rd yew ue év rp xapdia iwi (Chrysostom, Erasmus, Castalio, Luther, 
and many; also Huther), or with ovys. «7.2. which follows (Beza, Calvin, Cal- 
ovius, Cornelius a Lapide, Storr, Flatt, Lachmann, van Hengel, Tischendorf, Wies- 
inger, Ewald, Weiss, Hofmann, and others), cannot be determined. Still the 
former, as of a less periodic character, i is more in harmony with the fervent tone of 


feeling. Besides, the repetition of Opa betrays a break in the flow of thought 
after 7. ebayy. 


Ver. 8. A solemn confirmation of the preceding assurance, that he had 
his readers in his heart, ete. [II 72.] Comp., on the connection, Rom. i. 
9. Theophylact, moreover, strikingly observes; oby de dmoroipevoe paprupa 
Kade Tov Oedv, GAAG Thy TOARY Stabe odx Eywv Tapacr#aa ba Adyou——Or ben mallis 

wT «.7.2.] how much I long after you all, ete., which would not be the case if I 
aid not bear you in my heart (ydp), as announced more precisely in ver, 
¢. On érirofd, comp. Rom. i. 11; Phil. ii. 26; 1 Thess, ili.6; 2 Tim. i. 4 
The compound denotes the direction} not the strength of the roteiv (comp, 


on 2 Cor. v. 2), which is conveyed by é¢; comp. Rom.i.9; 1 Thess. ii. 10.—» 


év oradyyvog Xptotod "Incot| [II j.] is not, with Hofmann, to be con- 
nected with what follows (see on ver. 9); it is an expression of the heurti- 
ness und truth of his longing, uttered in the strongest possible terms. év 
on account of the sensnous expression which follows (orady like ONT, 
as seat of the affections, especially of heartfelt love, ii. 1; Col. iii. 12; 


’ 


Philem. 7, 12, 20; also in classical authors), is to be ae lobalk ys ta the — 


heart of Jesus Christ; that is, so that this longing of mine is not my own 
individual emotion, but a longing which I feel in virtue af the dwelling and 
working of Christ in me. Paul speaks thus from the consciousness that his 
inmost life is not that of his human personality, of himself, but that Christ, 
_ through the medium of the Holy Spirit, is the personal principle and 
agent of his thoughts, desires, and feelings. Comp. on Gal. 11.20. Filled 
with. the feeling of this holy fellowship of hfe, which threw his own 
individuality into the background, he could, seeing that his whole spiritual 
tah was thus the life of Christ in him, represent the circumstances of his 
. éxemobeiy, as if the viscera Christi were moved in him, as if Christ's heart 
throbbed in him for his. Philippians? Not doing justice to the Pauline 
consciousness of the unio mystica which gives rise to this expression, some 
have rendered é in an ¢tnstrwmental sense, as in Luke i. 78 (Hofmann); 
others have taken it of the norma; “according to the pattern of Christ’s 
love to His people” (Rosenmiiller, Rilliet); and some have found the 
sense of the norma in the genitival relation: “in animo penitus affecto ut 
animus fuit Christi” (van Hengel). The merely approximate statement 


1Plat. Legg. ix. p.855 F; Herod. v.93; Diod. 3 Bengel aptly says: “In Panlo non Paulus 


. Sie. xvi lol; Eeclus. xxv. 20. 
“° &Aceording to Hofmann, namely, é omk. In Pauli, sed Jesu Christi movetur visceri- 
X. ° asserts. with reference to the following bus.” Comp. Theodoret: ove avOpamevoy To 
“al rob70 mpogedy. that Christ's heart towards —$iArpov, mveunatiKdy. 


Lecnsumenigngmonepasen ens 


vivit sed Jesus Christus; quare Paulus non | 


those who are His produces such prayer in 
the apostle, and manifests itself therein. _ 
ae o on. 


4So also Wetstein, Heinrichs, and aailiee 


-expositors; whilst Storr refers év ow, "I, X, 

















a : THE: EPISTLE oF PAUL ‘TO ‘THE PHILIPPIANS. 


| Hor the sense, given by Grotitis and ea . amore non illo: communi, sed 
vere Christiano,” is in substance correct, but fails to give its full. develop- 


“ment. io the consciousness of the Xpiorde év jpiv (Gal. ii. 20, iv, 19; Rom. 


viii. 10; 2 Cor, xiti. 5; Eph. ii. 17); notwithstanding which Hokiann 
regards the identification of Paul’s.own heart with the heart of Christ as 
simply émpossible ; thus, however, applying to the mysticism of deep pious 
. feeling, and the living immediate plastic form in which it finds expression, 
a criterion alien to its character, and drawi ing around it a literal boundary 
which if cannot bear. 

Ver, 9. After having stated and discussed, in vv. 8-8, ie reason why he 
thanks God with respect to his readers, Paul now, till the end of ver. 11, 
- gets forth What it is that he asks in prayer for them.—«ai] the simple aiid, 
[II &.] introducing the new part of?, and thus continuing, the discourse : 
And this (which follows) is what I pray,—so that the object is placed first in 
the progress of the discourse; hence it is kat rovro mpocebxopat, and not «. 
mpoaehy. Touro. Hofmann’s éxplanstion of the «afin the sense of also, and 
his attaching ork, X. °F. to-ver. 9, are the necessary result of his per- 


_ Verse metamorphosis of the simple discourse, running on from memoir in- 


ver..6, into a lengthened protasis and apodosis,—a construction in which 
the apodosis of the apodosis is supposed to begin with é om. X. 7 comp. 


on ver. 6.—iva] introduces the contents of the prayer conceived of under 
- the form of its design (Col. i. 9; 1 Thess. i, 11; Matt, xxiv. 20), and thus. 


- explains the preparatory toiro. Comp. on John vi. 20, “ This I pray, 
that your love should more and more,” ete—i ayary ijén], [IT LJ not love to 


Paul (van Hengel, following Chrysostom, Theophylact, Grotius, Bengel, 7 


and others),—a reference which, especially in connection with éz uaAdov x. 
paddov, would be all the more unsuitable on account of the apostle having 
- just received a practical proof of the love of the Philippians. It would 
also be entirely inappropriate to the context which follows (év érryvécer 
«.7.4.). Nor is it their love generally, without specification of an object for 
jt, as a proof of faith (Hofmann); but it is, in accordance with the context, 
the brotherly love of the Philippians one to another, the common dis- 
position and feeling at the bottom of that comwavia ei¢ rb ebayy., for which 
‘Paul has given thanks in ver. 5.2 This previous thanksgiving of his was 





based on the confidence, érz 6 évapEduevoc «.r.2., ver. 6, and the contents of his 


éveh to the readers (se. Svras). For many 


“other BBiCr eos: see Hoelemann. and 


Weiss. 
1“ Redit ad prioationein: quam. _obiter tan- 
tur uno verbo attigerat. (namely, ver. 4); 
“exponit. igitur sumniam eorum, quae illis 
petebat a Deo” (Calvin). 


2The word mpocedyopiat, Which now -oGeurs, ; 
points to a new topic, the thanksgiving and _ 
its-grotnds: having been previously spoken _ 


attached, with Rilliet and Ewald, to the pre- 


-. eeding verse ; and (how I) pray this, Two 
different things would this be joined, The. 


former portion is concluded hy the fervent and 
solemn -ver, 8 Jatha also (Br. an d.. Phil, 
Hildesh. 1857, p. 8) connects fé.with as, namely 
thus: and how I pray for this, namely, to 


» -eome to you, in order that I may edify you. 
But to extract for rod70, out of érurodd buds, 
“the nation: “my presence with you,” is 
emuch. too harsh and arbitrary; for Paul's 


words are not. even Valles ety t dees as in 


“Rom. i. oe 
_oOf, Therefore sk, 1. xporedy. Is nob to: be. 


8The idea that “your love” means the 


: readers themselves. (Bullinger), or that this 
: passage gave rise to the mode of addressing 


the hearers: “that: has ‘Obtained since the 


a 





{ 
| 
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prayer now is in full harmony with that confidence. The connection is 
misapprehended by Calovius and Rheinwald, who explain it as love to 
God and Christ ; also by Matthies (comp. Rilliet), who takes it as love to 
everything, that is truly Christian ; comp. Wiesinger: love to the Lord, 
and to all that belongs to and serves Him; Weiss: zeal of love for the 
cause of the gospel,—an interpretation which fails to define the necessary 


personal object of the é¢ydry, and to do justice to the idea of co-operative 


fellowship which is implied in the somwovia in ver, 5,—ére na240r] quite our: 
still more. With the-reading reprocety note the sense of progressive develop- 


ment-—iv incyvaoe x. xdon aicbjoee [IL m.] constitutes that in which—i. e. 


respecting which—the love of his readers is to become more and more 
abundant? Others take the é as instrumental: through (Heinrichs, Flatt, 
Schinz, and others); or as local: in, é. ¢. in association with (Oecumenius, 
Calvin, Rheinwald, Hoelemann, and others),—zepioo. being supposed to 
stand absolutely (may be abundant). But the sequel, which refers to the 
ériyvecie and ais#yorc, and not to the love, shows that Paul had in view not 
the growth in love, but the increase in ériyrecg and aiofijerc, Which the love 
of the Philippians was more and more to attain. .The less the love is 
deficient in knowledge and aioyorc, it is the more deeply felt, more moral, 
renal and lasting. If éxiyrwor is the penetrating (see ‘on 1 Cor, xiii. 


2; Eph. i. 17) cognition of divine truth, both theoretical and practical, the 


ats knowledge of salvation,’ which is the source, motive power, and 


regulator of love (1 John iv..7 f.); aicjow (only occurring here inthe New ©. 
Testament), which denotes perception or feeling operating either through _ 


the bodily senses* (Xen. Mem. i. 4.5, Anab. iv. 6. 18, and Kriiger in loc. ; 
Plat.. Theaet. p. 156 B),—which are also called aic@fcece (Plat. Theaet. 
p. 156 B), or spiritually* (Plat. Tim. p, 48, C; Dem. 411. 19, 1417, 
5), must be, according to the context which follows, the perception 
which takes place with the ethical senses,—an activity of moral perception 
which-apprehends and makes conscious of good and evil as such (comp. 
Heb. v.14). The opposite of this is the dullness and inaction of the inward 


sense of ethical feeling (Rom. xi. 8; Matt. xiii. 15, et al.), the stagnation of 


the aicfyripia tiie Kxapdiag (Jer. iv. 19), whereby a moral unsusceptibility, 
incapacity of judgment, and indifference are brought about.’ . Paul desires 
for his readers every (xéoy) aisfyorc, because their inner sense is in no given 
relation to remain without. the corresponding moral activity of feeling, 
which may be very diversified according to the circumstances which form 





Fathers (very frequently, e.g. in Augtistine) 

in the language of the church (Bengel), is 

purely fanciful. 
1Comp. Homer, Od. i. 322, xviii. 22; Herod. 


j. 94; Pind. Pyth. x. 88, Olymp. 1.175; Plat. 
Euthyd. p. 283 C; Xen. Anab. vi. 6. 35; Diog. . 


'L. ix. 10.2. See instances of paAdov kat pad- 
Aov in Kypke, I. p. 307. : 
2Comp. Rom. xv. 18; 2 Cor. iii, 9 (Elz), 


‘viii. 7; Col. ii. 7; Eeclus. xix. 20 (24). 


# Not a- mere knowledge of the divine will 


(Bheinwald), which leads to the right objects, 
aims, means, and proofs of love (Weiss; comp. 
Hofmann). This, as in Col. 1 9, would. have 
been expressed by Panl. Neither can émeyy. 
be limited to the knowledge of men (Chrysos- 
tom, Erasmus, and others). 

4“Nam etiam spiritualiter datur visus, audi- 
tus, olfactus, gustus, tactus, i.e. senstis iInves- 
tigativi et fruitivi” (Bengel). , 

5 Comp. LXX. Prov. i:7; Ex. xxviii. 6; Eee 
clus. xx. 17, Rec. (aie dyes p64); 4 Mace. He 21. 








8 


20 = THE EPISTLE OF PAUL, To ‘THE ‘PHILIPPIANS: 


its atbival sébilitiona, The relation: ‘between b intyvoate § cand aicfycic is that 
of spontaneity to receptivity, and the former is the #yeuzovendy for the 
efficacy of the latter. In the contrast, however, mistaking and misappre- 
hending are not correlative to the fonmer and deception to the latter 
(Hofmann); both contrast with both. - 

‘Vy. 10,11. Eig rd dompdtew «.7.4.] states the aim vot the mepioc. év iniyy, Ke 
- aic8., and in iva gre eidcnp. KT.A. WE have the ultimate design [II n.]. . dom- 
_patery Ta dtagépovra is to be understood, as in Rom. ii.18: in order to approve 

that which is (morally) excellent. So the Vulgate, Chrysostom, Theodore 
of Mopsuestia, Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio, Grotius, Calovius, Estius, 
Bengel, Michaelis, Flatt, Rheinwald, Rilliet, Ewald, and others. Others 
understand it as a testing of things which are, morally different. (Theodoret, 
Beza, Grotius, Wolf, and others; also. Matthies, Hoelemann, van Hengel, 
de Wette, Corn. Miiller, Wiesinger, Weiss, Huther), - In point of usage, - 
this is equally correct; see on doxmdt., in both senses, 1 Thess. ii. 4... But 
in our. view the sense which yields a defivition of the aim of the words. 
~ arepioo. bv EMLYY. Ke Te. ais§., as well as the antecedent of the stAixpiveca which fol- 
lows, seems more consistent with the context. The testing of good and 
evil is not the aim, but the expression and function, of the éxtyreo¢ and 
aofyow. Looking at the stage of Christian life which must be assumed 
. from vv. 5 and 7 (different in Rom, xii. 2), the former, as an aim, does not: 
go. fay enough; and the eidccpiveca is the result not of that testing, but of 
the approbation of the good. Hofmann’s view is therefore unsuitable, that 
it means the proving of that which is otherwise; otherwise, namely, than 
» that. towards which the Christian's love is directed. This would amount 
merely to the thought of testing what is unworthy of being loved (= ra érepa) 
—a thought quite out of keeping with the telic mode of expression —elAupi- 
veig], pure, sincere = kabapéc; Plat. Phil. p. 52 D—axpdoxoro:] practical 
proof of the eiAuxpivesa in reference to intercourse with others (2 Cor. vi. 8): 
giving no. offence; 1 Cor. x. 32; Ignat. Trall. interpol. 7; Suicer, Thes. 8. v. 
As Paul decidedly uses this word in an active sense in 1 Cor. 1. ¢. (comp. 
_Ecclus. xxxv. 21), this meaning is here algo to be preferred to the in itself 
admissible tntransitive,—viz. not offending (Acts xxiv. 16; comp. John xi. . 
_ 9),~in opposition. to Ambrosiaster, Beza, Calvin, Hoelemann, de Wette, 
» Weiss, Huther, Hofmann, and others [II 0.]—ele quép. XJ, to, i.e. for, the 
day of Christ, when ye are to appear pure and blameless before the judg- 
mnent-seat. Comp. ii.16; Eph. iv. 30; Col. i. 22; 2 Pet. ii. 9, ili. 7; 2 Tim. 
4, 12; also Jude 24 f. These passages show that the expression is not 
eiuivalent to the éypic quépac X. in ver. 6 (Luther, Erasmus, and. others), 
but places what is said in relation to the decision, unveiling, and the like 
~ of the day of the Parousia, which is, however, here also looked upon as 
“neat.—Ver. 11. rend, saprdv dux,] modal definition of the elaucpiv. «, drpéor., 
and. that from. the positive side of these attributes, which are e manifested 







‘Agee on bahérer piosiontdorsik 4sse (Dem: ie Comp. Biadepdors eximie: (Plat. Prot. p. a9 
bi j aud frequent}y)- For doxuds., comp. Rom. ae 
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and ied in this Eutifainen 2g é. in this rich fullness of Christian virtue 


in their possessors, . xapde Sexatoo. i is the fruit which is the produet of right- 


eousness, Which proceeds from a righteous moral state. {II p.J. Comp. 
xapr. rob rvétwaroc, Gal. v.22; «. rob purée, Eph. v. 9; x. Stkatocinge, Jas. iii, 


18, Neb. xii. 11, Rom. vi. 21 f., Prov. xi. 80. In no instance is the genitive 


with xapréc that of apposition (Hofmann). The d:xacocivy here meant, 
however, is not justitia fidei-(justificatio), as many, even Rilliet and Hoele- 


mann, would make it, but, in conformity with ver. 10, a righteous moral 


condition, which is the moral consequence, because the necessary vital 


expression, of the righteousness of faith, in which Man NOW Kaprogopel 7H 


O26 év kamdryte wvebpatos, Rom, vii. 5 f.; comp. vi. 2, viii, 2; Col. i.10. We 
must observe that the emphasis is laid not on his eine but on xaprér,— 
which therefore obtains more precise definition afterwards,—so that dua 
ochuye conveys no new idea, but only represents the idea, already conveyed 
in ver. 10, of the right moral condition.'—rév dia 71. X.] se. évra, the more 
exact specific definition of this fruit, the peculiar sacred essence and dignity 
of which are made apparent, seeing that it is produced, not through 
observance of the law, or generally by human power, but through Christ, 
who brings it about by virtue of the efficacy of the Holy Spirit (Gal. ii. 20, 
ii. 22; Eph. iv. 7£,17; John xv. 14, ef al.).—si¢ défav 1.7.2.) belongs to 
meranp. K.7.2,, not specially to roy dea? TX. How far this fruitfulness tends 
to the honor of God (comp. John xy. 8), see Eph. i. 6-14. God's. déFa is. 


His majesty in itself; txacvog is the praise of that majesty. Comp. Eph. i. 


6,12, 14. This &rawoe is based on matter of fact (its opposite is armaétew tr. 
Oedv, Rom. ii. 23), in so. far as in the Christian moral perfection of believers 


God’s work of salvation in them, and consequently His glory, by means _ 
J 


of which. it is effected, are manifested. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 20.. The whole 
work of redemption is the manifestation of the divine déga, See John xii. 
27 £. The glory of God is, however, the ultimate aim and constant refrain. 
of all Christian perfection, ii. 11; 1 Cor.x. 31; Eph, ili. 81; 1 Pet. iv, 11; 
Rom, xi. 86. 
Ver. 12. [On vv. 12-14, see Note IIL., pages 50-52 Al See, on vv. 
996, Huther in the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 1864, p. 558 ff—Paul now pro- 
ceeds by the dé of continuation to depict his own position down to ver. 26. 
See the summary of contents——The element of transition in the train of 
thought is that of the notification which Paul. now desires to bring before 
them; yvdoxew is therefore placed first: but ye aretoknow. Itis otherwise 
in 2 Tim. iii. 1, also 1 Cor. xi. 8, Col. ii. 1—ré nar’ éué] my cirewmstances, 
my position.*~pa4Aov] not to the hindrance, but much the contrary. See 
Winer, p. 228 LB T, 248]. He points in this to the apprehension assumed 


66-A, and Stallbaum in loc, 81 C; 2 Pet. iii. 1; Winer, p. 215 [E,'T. 229]. A classical author 


1 Gor. v. 83.2 Cor, i. 12, 0.17; Wisd. vil: 25, would have used the genitive (Hilz.) or the 


and Grimm in loe. dative. 

1Gomp. on Sixaocdryn, Eph. v. 93 Rowe vi. 2As in Eph. vi. 24; Col. iv..73 Tob. x. 93 
18, 18, 20, xiv.17, ef al—On the accusative of 2 Mace. iil. . et.al; Ken, Cyr. vil. 1. 165, 
the remote object, comp. Ps. ev. 40, exlvii. 14; Ael. Va, 2 20, 
Eoclps. XVI. 6; Col. i. 9 (not 2 Thess. i i 11); 
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na “ease, if their relation to Christ had contintiied unknown, 


’ se x THE “PPISTLE. OF PAUL tO. ) TE ‘PHILIPPIANS. 


to exist, can sctterbty saafinined to ore by. Bpaphroditus as pene. on 
the part of his readers, which, before going further, he wishes. to relieve. 
There is no trace even here of a letter received from, them with the con- 
tribution (Hofmann ; comp. Wiesinger) ; comp. on ver. 1. Hoelemann: 
“magis, quam antea contigerat ;” but this meaning must have been 
~ intimated by a viv or 77. —icpoxorfy] progress, 4. ¢. success. Comp. ver. 25; 
1 Tim. iv. 15. In consequence of the apostle’s fate, the gospel had 
excited more attention, and the courage of its preachers had increased ; 
gee ver. 13 As to whether a change had taken. place in his condition, 
which the readers regarded as a change for the worse, as Hofmann 
requires us to assume, we have no specific hint whatever. The situation 
of the apostle generally, and in itself, abundantly justified their concern, 
especially since it had already lasted so long.—édagaudev] evenit, 7. e. has 
redounded So the matter stands; note the perfect. 
Ver. 18, "Qore «.7.2.] so that my bonds became manifest in Christ, etc. This 
bore introduces the actual result of that xpoxor#, and consequently a more. 
“precise stalement of tts nature’ [TII. b.]. °Ev Xpeo7d does not belong to 
rode’ deapobe pov, alongside of which it does not stand; but gavepod¢ év Xpior. 
is to be taken together, and the emphasis i is laid on ¢avepotc, so that the | 
~ despot did not remain xpurrol or dardxpudoc év XpearG, as would have been the 
and if people had. 
been compelled to look upon the apostle as dothing but an ordinary 
prisoner detained for examination. This ignorance, however, did not 
exist;. on the contrary, his bonds became known in Christ, in so far, 
namely, that in their causal relation to Christ—in this their specific peculiarity 
—was found information and elucidation with respect to his condition of | 
bondage, and thus the specialty of the case of the prisoner, became noto- 
rious... If Paul had been only known generally as déojwoc, his bonds would 
have been ovbk éudavei¢ év Xpiorp; but now that, as déoucoe év kupla or tod 
aupiov (Eph. iv. 1, iii. 1; Philem. 9), as mdoyov &¢ Xpiarcavdc (1 Pet. iv. 16), 
he. had become the object of public notice, the ¢avépuore of his state of 
» bondage, as resting év Xpior@, was thereby brought about,—a davepdr yiveo- 
Ga, consequently, which had its distinctive characteristic quality in the év 
Xpurg. It is arbitrary to supply dvrac with éy Xpior@ (Hofmann). Ewald 
takes it as: “shining in Christ,” te. much sought after and honored as 
Christian.’ But, according to New Testament usage, gavepée does not con-. 
vey so much as this; in classical usage it may mean conspicuous, eminent. 
ee Bais TO mpatrapiy | pair Apu is not the imiper a palace in Boney which 


greatness, but the schuitary y effect, is indi- 
i cated. 


aha to the later Greek character of this 
word, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. $5. 







 80omp. Acts xix, 27; Wisd. xv.5; Herod. i. 
120; Soph, Aj. 1117 (1138); Plat: Gorg.p.487 B. 
8 Rem, qualis sit, addita rei consequentis | a 
_-gignifieatione definit,” Ellendt, Lea. Soph. Il. “-Anab. vii. 7. 22 and Kriger in loe, 
‘Hofrnann's view, that it stands i in 
the'sense ‘of eis Toro dere, a also amounts ‘to. 
is. But Hoelemann is in error in meking 4 
teavaant tha nraniners of the maakomy.~ Not. 


pe 1012. 





_ Comp. ahaa Calvin,. and Wieseler, Chronol. 


a apost. Zeitalt. p- 457, 


6 PThues 1. 17, 2 iv. 11.8; Ken. Cyr. vil. 6. 58, 


8 Chrysostom, Theodorat, Oecumenins, The- 
ophylact; Erasmus, Luthier, Beza, Calvin, Es- 
ins, Cornelins a Lapide, Grotius, Bengel, and 


“many. others, also, Mynster, Rheinwald, and ~ 





Gee 7. 18 2A oe ge 


is dénotéa 4 in iv. 22 ays 4 Kalonpog oixia, , but was never called praetorium! Tt 


could not well, indeed, be so called, ag ra a Tparapov is the standing g appel- 


lation for the palaces of the chief governors of provinces (Matt. xxvii. 27; 
John xviii. 28, xix. 9; Acts xxiii. 35); hence it might and must have been 
explained as the Procitrator’s: palace in Caesarea, if our epistle had been 
written there (see especially Bottger, Beitr. I. p. 51 f). But it is the 
Roman castrum praetorianorum, the barracks of the imperial body-guard,? 
whose chief was the praefectus praetorio, the orpatariday éxapyoc, to whom 
Paul was given in charge on his arrival in Rome (Acts xxviii. 16), It was 
built by Sejanus, and was situated not far from the Porta Viminalis, on 
the eastern side of the city! rd rpa:répuov does not mean the troop of 
praetorian cohoris (Hofmann), which would make it equivalent to of rpacr- 
wptavoi (Herodian, viii. 8. 14).—The becoming known in the whole praetorium 
_is explained by the fact, that a praetorian was always present with Paul ag 
his guard (Acts xxviii. 16), and Paul, even in his captivity, continued his 


preaching without hindrance (Acts xxviii. 80 f)—«at roig Jouroig aor] not 


in the sense of locality, dependent on év (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin), 
but: and to all the others, besides the practorians.. It is a popular and inex- 
act way of putting the fact of its becoming still more widely known among 
the (non-Christian) Romans, and therefore it must be left without any 
more specific definition. This extensive proclamation of the matter took 








place in part directly through Paul himself, since 
him, and in part indirectly, through the praetorians, officers of justice, dis- 
ciples, and friends of the apostle, and the likes 


Schneckenburger in the Deutsch. Zeitschr. 
1858, p. 300, 

1 Act, Thom. 23, 17, 18, 19, in Tischendorf, 
Act. apoer. pp. 192, 204 f., cannot be eited in 
favor of this designation (in opposition to 
Rheinwald); the mpa:tapia Bactdscd there 
spoken of @ 3) are royal castles, so designated 
atter the analogy of the residences of the 
Roman provincial rulers. Comp, Sueton. Aug. 
72; Tib, 39, et al. ; Juvenal, x. 161. 

2 Camerarius, Pertzonius, Clericus, Elsner, 
Miehaelis, Storr, Heinrichs, Flatt, Matthies, 
Hoelemann, van Hengel, de Wette, Rilliet, 
Wiesinger, Ewald, Weiss, J. B. Highitoels 
{Ll ¢.j and others. 

3 See Suet. Zid. 37; Tac. Ann. iv.2; Pitiseus, 
Thesaur. antiq. 111. 174; and especially Peri- 
zonius, de orig., signif. et usu voce. practoris et 
practorii, Franeq. 1687, as.also his: Disquisitio 
de praetorio ac vero sensu verborum Phil. i. 18, 
Franeq. 1690; also Hoelemann, p. 45, and J. B. 
Lightfoot, p. 97 ff Doubtless there was a 
praectorian guard stationed in the imperial 


palace itself, on the Mons Palatinus, asin the — 


time of Augustus (Dio. Cass, lil, 16). See 
Wieseler, Chronol. d. apost. Zeltalt. p. 404, 
who understands the station of this palace- 
guard to-be here referred to. But it cannot 


e any one might visit 
Van Hengel, moreover, 


be proved that after the times of Tiberius, in’ 
whose reign the castra practoriana were built 
in front of the Viminal gate (only three 
cohorts having previously been stationed in 
the city, and that sine castris, Suetonius, Octar. 
49), anything else than these castra is to be 
understood by the wonted term praetorium, 
otpatéredov, When mentioned without ony 
further definition (as Joseph. Anti, xvili. 6.7 
apo Tod Baatrecov). 

4Not even in such passages as Tacitus, Hist: 


~ ii. 24, iv. 46; Suetonius, Ver..7; Plin. WM. 


xxy. 2,6, et al, where the prepositional. ex- 
pression (in praetorium, ec praetorio) is always 
lacat. 

5 This suffices fully to explain the aituation 
set forth in yer. 13. The words therefore 
afford no ground for the historical combina- 
tion which Hofmann here makes: that dur- 


: ing the two years, Acts xxviif. 30, the apostle’s 


ease was held in abeyance; and that only now 
had it been brought up for judicial discussion, 
whereby first it had become manifest that 
his captivity. was caused, not by his having 
committed any crime against the state, but 
by his having preached Christ, which might 
not be challenged (?) on the state’s account. 


- As if what is expressly reported in. Acts 
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. tndlenstands it anes as if ot hovirod.* were = pony Chom nes enteri,? 


« Gentiles,” —a limitation which could only be ‘suggested by the context, 


and therefore cannot be established by the use of the word in Eph. ii. 3, 


‘jy. 17; 1 Thess. iv. 138. Equally arbitrary is the limitation of Hofmann: 


that it refers to: those, who already knew about him. 

Ver. 14. rob¢ reiovac] the majority, 1 Cor. x. 5, xv. 6, etal. It is not to 
| be: more precisely specified. or limited.—é» xvpip] belongs not to adeAgav 
(Luther, Castalio, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, Heinrichs, van. Hengel, de 
Wette, Ewald, Weiss, and ena which case it would not indeed have 


needed a connecting article (Col. 1.2, iv. 7), yet would have been entirely | 


stiperfluous—but to merorérac, alone: with which, however, it is not. to be 
rendered: relying upon the Lord with respect to my bonds (Rheinwald, Flatt, 
Rilliet, comp. Schneckenburger, p. 801), It means rather: in the Lord 
‘trusting my bonds, so that év wupiy is the specific modal definition of read. 
toig J. u., which trust is based and depends on Christ. fIIr d.j.. Comp. il. 24; 


Gal.v. 10; Rom. xiv, 14; 2 Thess. iii. 4, On the dative, comp. 2 Cor. x. - 


7; Philem, 21, and the ordinary usage in the classics; in the New Testa- 
ment mostly with éxi.or ty. "Ev kopig is placed first.as the correlative of 
the év Xpior., ver. 13, As the apostle’s bonds had become generally known 

as in Christ, so also. in Christ (who will not abandon the work of His 

prisoner that had thus become so manifest) may be found the just ground 


of the confidence which encourages. the brethren, Paul’s fellow-Christians 


| in. Rome, apbBoc t. 2. Aadetv, They trust the bonds af the apostle, [TIL e,], 


inasmuch as these bonds exhibit to them not only an encouraging exam- | 


| ple of patience (Grotius), but also (comp. iii. 8; Col. i 245.2 Tim, ii, 8 
. cote Matt. v. 11 £, and many other passages) a practical guarantee, highly 
oe honorable to Christ and His gospel, of the complete truth and justice, power 
and, glory of the word, for the sake of which Paul is in bonds; thereby, 
imstead of losing their courage, they are only made all the bolder in virtue 
_ of the elevating influence of moral sympathy with this situation of the 

apostle in bonds. Weiss explains as if the passage ran rq gavepdioes tov 
». deouiw pov (which would tend to the recommendation of the gospel); while 
“ Hafmann thinks that, to guard themselves against the danger of being 

eriminally prosecuted on account of their preaching, they relied on the apos- 


x tle’s 8 imprisonment, in so far as the latter had now shown itself, in the 


\.. judicial process that had at length been commenced, to be solely on account of 
Christ, and not for anything culpable. The essential elements, forsooth, 


are thus introduced in consequence of the way in which Hofmann. has’ 


: construed for himself the | situation (see on ver. 13)—repooor.] i. ¢. in a 
higher degree than they had formerly ventured upon, before I lay here in 
bonds... ‘Their: agopia in preaching had increased. This, however, is 


the matter known, and’as if that deria dee those who “even now before the conclusion of 
the ase (ver. 7)! As ifthe increased —- by. oe ae 


only on the above assumption! As if, 7 “Bnet nt “niipvyna, souk. ay. 6 TlavaAog. avelxeto 
Were admissible to understand, - brép at edéodat. CORP, ver 1G. 





“xxviii. 81 were not sufficient to have made. wtih - ‘Wotmann, ‘among these aAcioves all 
Big jodduan precluded the Judicial prepar- the trial were paraded with: such: seus 


of the sAelaves, ver, 14, werd intelli 4 Oecumerius ‘wall says: ei yap wh delov fy, 











: 
i 
i 
J 





- CARE 14,15. | a 25 


explained by Hofmann, in “Secon with the above hypothesis, by the 


fact that the political guiltlessness of preaching Christ had now heen estab-. 


lished,—thus referring, in fact, the increase of their fearless boldness to @ 


sense of legul security. But the reason of the increased dgofia lay dee per, 


in the sphere of the moral idea, which manifested itself in the apostle’s 
bonds, and in accordance with which they trusted those bonds in the Lord, 
seeing them borne for the Lord’s sake. They animated the brethren fo 
boldness through that holy confidence, rooted in Christ, with which they 
imbued them,.—riv Adyov Aadetv] i. e. to let the gospel become known, to 
preach, Acts xi. 19, and frequently. On dddfue, es Acts iv. 31. 

Ver. 15. [On vv. 15-17, see Note IV. pages 52, 
the case with ail, that they év «upig reradléres toic Soh How TEepiooar, TOA, K.TA, 
No, some in Rome preach with an improper feeling and design; but some 
also with a good intention. (Both parties are described in further detail 
in vv. 16,17.) In either. case—Christ is preached, wherein I rejoice and 
will rejoice (ver. 18).—rivée pév kal ded GOdvov x. iow]. These do not form a 
part of those described in ver, 14 (Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Calvin, and 
others, also Weiss, Hofmann, and Hinsch), for these latter are character- 


ized by éy aupip wero. toig Seow. pov quite otherwise, and indeed in a way 
which excludes the idea of envy and contention (comp. also Huther, Le), 
and appear as the majority to which. these rvé¢ stand in contrast as excep- 


tions; but they are the anti-Pawline party, Judaizing preachers, who must 
have pursued their practices in Rome, as in Asia and Greece, and exer- 


cised an immoral, hostile opposition to the apostle and his gospel! We 
have no details on the subject, but from Rom, xiv. we see that there was) 
a fruitful field on which this tendency might find a footing and extend its | 
influence in Rome. The idea that it refers to certain members of the 


Puuline school, who nevertheless hated the apostle personally (Wiesinger, 


comp. Flatt), or were envious of his high reputation, and impugned his . 


mode of action (Weiss), is at variance with the previous é xupie, assumes 
a state of things which is in itself improbable, and is not required by the 
utterance of ver. 18 (see the remark after ver. 18). See also Schnecken- 
burger, p. 801 f—ai] indicates that, whilst the majority were actuated by 
a good disposition (ver. 14), an evil motive also existed in several,—expresses, 
therefore, the accession of something else in other subjects, but certainly not 
the accession of a subordinate co-operating motive in a portion of the same 
persons designated in ver. 14 (Hofmann) —ded gédvov x. épiv] Liv. a. b. page 


58] on account of envy and strife, that is, for the sake of satisfying the 


strivings of their jealousy in respect to my influence, and of their conten- 
tious disposition towards me. Comp. ver. 17.2-—Twée dé cai] But some also ; 
there. also are not wanting such as, etc. Observe that the dé cai joins: itself 


58.] This is not indeed | 


1¥For the person to whom individually their 
pddvos and épts (as likewise the subsequent 


evdoxia) had reference was self-evident to. 


the readers, and Paul, moreover, announces 
it to them in ver.16£ Without due reason 


‘Hinsch. finds in this the mark of a later: 


period, when the guarding of the apostle’s 
personal position alone was concerned. See. 


against this, Hilgenteld in his Zeitsehr.1873, 
p. 180.f 

20n dé PO6voy, comp. Matt. xxvii. 18; Mark 
xv.10; Plat. Rep. p. 586 D: hOdve Sd prdatepiay. 
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faders ds it incorrectly, as if ob pawoe were. ‘aeeally “homines exteri,” 
» “ Gentiles,’—a limitation which could only be suggested by the context, 
and therefore cannot be established by the use of the word in Eph. ii. 3, 
iv. 17; 1:-Thess. iv. 18. Equally arbitrary i is the limitation of Hot 
that it refers to those, who already knew about him. 
Ver. 14, rode rieiovac] the majority, 1 Cor. x. 5, xv. 6, et al. it is not to 
be more precisely specified or limited.—éy rupli’) belongs not to adeAgav 
(Luther, Castalio, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, Heinrichs, van Hengel, de 
Wette, Ewald, Weiss, and other vitae which case it would not indeed have 
needed a connecting article (Col. i, 2, iv. 7), yet would have been entirely 
stiperfluous—but to reroudlérac, alone with which, however, it is not to be 
rendered : relying upon the Lord with respect to my bonds (Rheinwald, Flatt, 
Rilliet, comp. Schneckenburger, p. 801). It means rather: in the Lord 
trusting my bonds, so that év kupip is the specific modal definition of merou, 
roi¢ 0. p., which trust is based and depenils on Christ. fIIr d.].- Comp. li. 24; 
Gal. v.10; Rom. xiv..14; 2 Thess. iii. 4. On the dative, comp. 2 Cor. x 
7; Philem, 21, and the ordinary usage in the classics; in. the New Testa 
ment mostly with éxé or év. Ev cupip i8 placed first as the correlative of 
the év Xpuor., ver. 18. As the apostle’s bonds had become generally known 
“as in Christ, so also in Christ. (who will not abandon the work of His ie oe 
-prisoner that had thus become so manifest) may be found the just ground 
of the confidence which encourages the brethren, Paul’s fellow-Christians | 
~ in Rome, 4o6Bue T.2. Aareiv, They trust the boric af the apostle, [IIT e], 
jnasmuch as these bonds exhibit to them not only an encouraging exam- 
ce ple of patience (Grotius), but also (comp. iii. 8; Col. i 24f; 2Tim. ti. 8 | 
~f.; Matt. v. 11 £, and many other passages) a racked? puree. highly 
ie honorable to Christ and His gospel, of the complete truth and justice, power 
and glory of the word, for the sake of which Paul is in bonds; thereby, 
instead of losing their courage, they are only made all the bolder in virtue 
of the elevating influence of moral sympathy with this situation of the | 
apostle in bonds. Weiss explains as if the passage ran rh g@avepdoer rov 
) beady pov (which would tend to the recommendation of the gospel); while 
- Hofmann thinks that, to guard themselves against the danger of being 
Z -ertmminall, y prosecuted on account of their preaching, they relied.on the apos- 
ma ‘tle’s imprisonment, in-so far as the latter had now shown itself, in the 
: 4 Judicial process that had at length been commenced, to be soleh y on account of 
~ Ohrist, and not for anything culpable... The essential elements, forsooth, 
_are thus introduced in consequence of the way in which Hofmann. has 
construed for himself the: situation (see on ver, 18).—repiooor.] i. e. in a 
higher degree than they had formerly. ventured upon, before I lay here in 
bonds. » Ebele apoBia in preaching had Anereased. This, however, is 
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Savill 31 were ‘not sufficient, to have made “with: Hofmann, among these whegiae. all; 
the matter Imown, and. as if that. deeria ev those who “even now. before the coneluston of 

ip pro Gdpare precluded the judicial prepar- the: trial ‘were ik aekeeae with such _ Seusrade 
of the case (ver. 7)! As ifthe increased by wt? 0. 


ze of the mAeloves, Ver. 14, were intelli- oo: ‘Dovitnartue well Says: et yap ph betov $y, 
only: 


on. the above assumption ! As if, bye we aiievyna, un. ay 6 -TMadaos mvelxero 
_ were admissible. to. Amderstand, : ee 76 Soap: ver Hf 
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Paap: 108, 15, Soe 25 


explained by Hofiiann: in aearianks with the above hypothesis, by the : 


fact that the political guililessness of. preaching Christ had now been estab- 


‘Jished,—thus referring, in fact, the increase of their fearless boldness to a 


sense of legal security. But the reason of the increased édofia lay. deeper, 
in the sphere of the moral. idea, which manifested itself in the apostle’s 
bonds, and in accordance with which they trusted those bonds i the Lord, 
seeing them borne for the Lord’s sake. They animated the brethren to 
boldness through that. holy confidence, rooted in Christ, with which they 
imbued them.—rdv Aéyov Aadew] ive. to let the gospel become known, to 
preach, Acts xi. 19, and frequently. On d¢é8ec, comp. Acts iv. 81. 


Ver. 15. [On vv. 15-17, see Note IV. pages 52, 53.] This is not indeed 


the case with all, that they é kcupig mwemodléres roig Seow. pov wepecoor, TOAM, K.7.As 


- No, some in Rome preach with an improper feeling and design; but some 


also with a good intention. (Both parties are described in further detail 
in vv. 16,17.) In either case—Christ is preached, wherein I rejoice and 
will rejoice (ver. 18)—rie pdtv wat did gdvov x. Epev]. These do not form a 
part of those described in ver. 14 (Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Calvin, and 
others, also Weiss, Hofmann, and Hinsch), for these latter are character- 


‘ized by év xpi wemoi8. roig deou, pov quite otherwise, and indeed in a way 


which excludes the idea of envy. and contention (comp. also Huther, fc), 
and appear as the majority to which these ravée stand in contrast as excep- 
tions; but they are the anti-Pauline party, Judaizing preachers, who must 


have pursued their practices in Rome, as in Asia and Greece, and exer- 


cised an immoral, hostile opposition to the apostle and his gospel! We 


have no details on the subject, but from Rom. xiv. we see that there was _ 


a fruitful field on which this tendency night find a footing and extend its 
influence in Rome. The idea that it refers to certain members of the 
Pauline school, who nevertheless hated the apostle personally (Wiesinger, 
comp. Flatt), or were envious of his high reputation, and inipugned his 
mode of action (Weiss), is at variance with the previous é avpiy, assumes 
a state of things which is in itself improbable, and is not required by the 


utterance of ver. 18 (see the remark after ver. 18). Sce also Schnecken- 
burger, p. 301 f—xa/] indicates that, whilst the majority were actuated by 
a good disposition (ver. 14), an evil motive also existed in several expresses, » 


therefore, the accession of something else in other subjects, but certainly not 
the accession of a subordinate co-operating motive in a portion of the same 
persons designated in ver. 14 (Hofmann). —did gOdvov x. goer] [iv. a. b. page 
58] on account of envy and strife, that is, for the sake of satisfying the 
strivings of their jealousy in respect to my influence, and of their conten- 


tious disposition towards me. Comp. ver, 17,2—Twée 62 cai] But some also ; - 


there also are not wanting such as, etc. Observe that the 0é xaé joins. itself 





1¥For the person to whom individually their 
pdvos and Epis (as likewise the subsequent 
evSoxta) had reference was self-evident to 
the readers, and Paul, moreover, announces 


tf to them in ver.16f. Without due reason 
‘Flinsch finds in. this the mark of a later 


period, when the guarding of the apostle’s 


personal position alone was concerned, See. 


against this, Hilgenfeld in his Zelischr, 1873, 
p. 180 f 

20n $14 POdvor, comp. Matt. xxvii. 18; Mark 
EV.105.Plat, Rep. p.586-Di Ove dd diroripiay 
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with toe, whereas’ in piv kat a the xai is attached to 5 the. following 
dua ¢Odvor. The riéc here are they who in: ver. 14. were described as rAsio- 
vec, but are now brought forward as, in contrast to the rie pév, the other 
portion of the preachers, without any renewed reference to their prepond- 
eyance in ‘numbers, which had been already intimated—de ebdoxiay] on 
account of goodwill, that is, because they entertain a feeling of goodwill 
towards me, This interpretation is demanded by the context, both m the 
antithesis dd ¢@dvoy x. gov, and also in ver. 16: ayarye2 Others take it, 
contrary to the context, as: “ex benevolentia, qua desiderant hominum 
salutem” (Estius, comp. already Pelagius); or, “quod ipsi id probarent,” 
from conviction (Grotius, Heinrichs, and others), from taking delight in 
the matter generally (Huther), or in the cause of the apostle (de Wette), or 
in his preaching (Weiss). 
‘Vv. 16,17. We have here a more detailed description of both parties in 
“ deavant to the motives which actuated them in relation to the deovoi of the 
apostle.—oi yév . .. al dé] corresponds to the two parties of ver. 15, but— 
and that indeed without any particular purpose—in an inverted order (see 
- the critical remarks), as in 2 Cor. ii. 16, and frequently in classical authors 
2 (Thue, i. 68. 4.; Ken. Anab. i. 10. 4). In ver. 18 the order adopted in ver. 
15 is again reverted to.—ol & dydryc] [IV. @.] se. dvrec, a genetic description 
~ of the ethical condition of these people: those who are of love, i.e. of loving. 
nature and action; comp. Rom. ii. 8; Gal. tii, 7; John xviii. 87, e¢ al.. We 
must supply what immediately precedes: ov es kypbocovaty, of which _ 
- -eldéreg «7.4. then contains the particular moving cause (Rom. v. 8, 6,9; Gal. 
ii.16; Eph. vi. 8 f, eal). We might also take oi uév (and then oi a8) abso- 
lutely: the one, and then bring up immediately, for é dydryc, the sub- 
~-gequent 7. Xpiordy karayyéAJovew (so Hofmann and others). But this would 
. be: less appropriate, because the progress of the discourse does not turn on 
~ the saying that the one preach out of Jove, and the other out of contention 
.’ (for this has been said in substance previously), but on. the internal deter- 
maining motives which are expressed by eldéreg x7.2. and’ olduevar .r.A05 
besides, ob dyrd¢ would then follow as merely a weak and disturbing 
auxiliary clause to & épieiag.—bri ele avod. tod ebayy. xeiuat] that I am destined, 








~2Van Hengel has not taken. this into: ac- 
: - count, when. he assumes that in. rivés 82 kat 


Pauls had in view only a portion of those. ~ 
désignated in ver. 14. It is an objection to i 
"this idea, that what is said subsequently in: 
“yar, 16 of the. reves 88 kai completely harmon- 
izes with that, whereby the Acioves generally, 

“and ‘not merely a portion. of them, were — 


- characterized jn ver. U4. (év kup. rem. 7. Serp.). 


according to whom the two rivés, ver. 15 f., 







will. is irrelevant: 


have desired to say this, and does not say it; 
but he conld: describe in general, as he has 
done, ‘the ethiedt antitheses. which character- 
ized the two parties. Moreover, épis means 


everywhere in the N.T., and especially here — 
«in its conjunction with ¢@évos (comp. Rom. 4, 
29; 1 Tim. vis4), not rivalry—the weaker 


sense assigned to it here, without a shadow 


"of justification from the context, by Hofmann 
This applies also in opposition to Hoftnann,’ (* they wish to outdo him ”)—but: strife, con- 


: : tention. Just as little is épibleia to be reduced 
is “Belong tothe: wAsdoves. of ver, 14, whom: they © 


is. divide into’ two classes. Hofmann s objection.” 
t0-our view, viz. that the apostle does ‘not say — 
that the one party preach solely out of envy 

d strife, and the other solely out of good- _ 


_ to the’ general notion of egotism, as is dorie by 
Hofmann; see on ver. 17. 


. 2As-to the Linguistic use of ebbexta'l in this 


vgense Gh 18), see Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL p.:: 
2 ae “ Sony: on: Rom. ba TL 
“He ‘could. not, indeed, 9 <0 
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am. ordained of God for (nothing else than) the defence of the gospel—a 
‘destination which they on their parts, in consequence of their love to me, 
feel themselves impelled to subserve. They labor sympathetically hand 
in hand with me.—xeiuac] as in Luke ii. 84; 1 Thess. iii. 81 Others render: Z 
he in prison (Luther, Piscator, Estius, Wolf,am Ende, Huther, and others) ; 
but the idea of lying under fetters, which xeiza would thus convey ?, does not 
harmonize with the position of the apostle any more than the reference of 
its meaning thereby introduced: they know that lam hindered in my preach- 


ing, and therefore they “supplent hoc ineum impedimentum sua praedica- 


tione,” Estius.. See, on the contrary, Acts xxviii. 30, 381; Phil. 1.7. . Van 
Hengel also imports (comp. Weiss): “me ad causam rei Christiane, ubi 
urgeat. necessitas, coram judice defendendam hic in miseria jucere.” *—ot 
dé 8& épi.] se. dures, the fuctious, the cubul-makers. See on Rom. ii. $8; 2 Cor. 
xil, 20; Gal. v. 20.4 It corresponds with the g@évov «. gpev, ver. 15,.—rov X. 
Katayy. oy ayvic|] belong together. xarayy. is, in substance, the same as 
«nptoce, but more precisely defining it as the announcement of the Mes- 
siah (Acts xvil. 3,28; Col. i. 28, e al.), The words r. Xpiardy xarayyé)Aovem 
might have been left out, following the analogy of ver. 16, but are inserted 
to bring out the tragic contrast which is implied in preaching Christ, and 
yet doing so oby dyvac, non caste, not in purity of feeling and purpose. 
cabapo¢g is synonymous (Hom. Hf. in Apoll. 121), also with a mental refer- 
ence (Hesiod. épya, 389) 5—oiduevor «7.4, (TV d.] thinking to stir up affliction 
for my bonds, to make my captivity full of sorrow. This they intend to 


do, and that is the immoral moving spring of their unworthy conduct; | 
but (observe the distinction between oléuevoe and sidéree in ver. 16) Paul 


hints by this purposely-chosen word (which is nowhere else used by him), 
that what they imagine fails to happen. On sivae with the present infinitive, 
see Pilugk, ad Hur. Hee. 283.° The future infinitive would not convey 
that what is meant is even now occurring.’ How far they thought. that 
they could effect that injurious result by their preaching, follows from ver. 
15 and from é£ épiéefac; in so far, namely, that they doubtless, rendered 
the more unscrupulous through the captivity of the apostle, sought by 
their preaching to prejudice his authority, and to stir up controversial 


and partisan interests of a Judaistic character against him, and thus 


thought thoroughly to embitter the prisoner’s lot. by exciting opponents 
to vex and wrong him. This was the cabal in the background of their 
dishonest preaching. That by the spread of the gospel they desired to pro- 
voke the hostility of the heathen, especially of Nero, against Paul, and 
thus to render his captivity more severe, is a groundless conjecture 
‘imported (Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, and others; comp. 


1Comp. Plat. Legg x. p. 909;. Thue. ili. 45, 2, ’Comp. Hom. Od. i.46; Soph. Aj. 816 23); 
47,2; Weclus. xxxviii, 29, and other passages Pflugk, ad Hur. Hee, 490. ; 
in which “«eto@a. tanquam passivum verhi 4So also Ignatius, ad Philadelph. 8 
qoveiobar vel 7Oévor videtur,? Ellendt, Lex. 5Comp. Plat. Legg. viii. p. 840 D3; 2 Cor, vil. 
Soph I. p. 943. : / ; 1, xi. 25 Phil. iv. 8, ef al. ; 2 Cor. vi. 6. 
2Comp. Eur. Phoen. 1633; Aesch. Ag. 6See generally Stallbaum, ad Plat. Crit. p. 
1492, oa 52.C, comp. Phaed. p, 116 E. 
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ready Chajecston: Gacuinetius “‘Theophytact, ‘Palaphuss nS éyelpewy 
3¢ the critical remarks) comp, éy. dinar, Plat. Pheaet. p. 149 CG, and. 
milar-passages. 

Ver. 18. [On vv. 18-21, see Note v. pages 54, 55) On rl yap, es dora, 
ymp. on Rom, iii. 8, where, however, yép is not, as here, conclusive (see 
n 1 Cor. xi, 221); eomp. also Klota, ad Devar. p. 245, It is rendered 
ecessary by the wiv that the mark of interrogation should not be placed 


ig it usually is) after ré yap, but the question goes on {o xarayyéAAeras 


somp. Hofmann); and it is to be observed that through 7g the 
i ydp yeceives the sense of ri yap. 42207 [V a. Hence: what else takes 
lace therefore (in such a state of the case) except that, etc., 4. ¢. what 
ise than: that by every sort of preaching, whether it is done in ase 
win: truth, Christ is proclaimed ? and therein, that it is always Christ 
yhom they preach, I rejoice, ete. How magnanimous is this Tibeuaity 
of judgment.as to: the existing circumstances in their reference to 
Christ! By rpogdce and GAnbeig is indicated the characteristic differ- 
ence in the two kinds of preachers, vv. 15-17, and thus ravri rpérp 


receives the more precise definition of its respective parts. As regards 
the first class, the preaching of Christ was not a matter of sincerity and. 


truth—wherein they, in. accordance with their sentiments, were really 
concemed | about Christ, and He was the real airia of their working (see 
on the contrast between airia and mpdgaoic, Polyb. iil. 6.6 f)—but a matter 
of pretence, under the cloak of which they entertained in their hearts envy, 
strife, and cabal, as the real objects of their endeavors. For instances of 
the antithesis between mpdégacc and daybeca or téaAybéc, see Raphel, Polyb. ; 
-Loesner and Wetstein. To take xpddacie as opportunity, ocoasion®,—as, fol- 


lowing the Vulgate, Luther, Estius, Grotius (“nam occasione illi Judaei, - 


dum nocere Paulo student, multos pertrahebant ad evang.”), and others 
understand. it;—is opposed to the context in vy. 15-17, in which the want 
of honest disposition is set forth as the characteristic mark of these persons. 
On wi#v in the sense of #, comp. Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 842.--iv rotrw] the 
“neuter: therein, in accordance with the conception of that in whieh the 
feeling has its basis# [V b.¢] In the Xpioric narayyéhneras lies the apos- 


tle’s joy HAAG Kai xaphooza:| surpassing the simple yelpw by a plus, and — 


therefore added in a corrective antithetical form (imo etiam); comp. on 1 
Cor. Hii. 2; 2 Cor. xi. 1. To begin a new sentence with 4444 (Lachmann, 

Tischendorf),; and to sever. yapfooua: from its connection with éy robre 
(Hofmann, who makes the apostle only assert generally that he will con- 
tinue to rejoice also in the future), interrupts, without. sufficient reason, the 
. Bow of the animated discourse, and is 5 also opposed byt the prope refer- 


“A kebording. ‘to “Weiss, yep ds dutended to Is it tes $0, as otha think? *. 
establigh the oiduevor x. 7 A. .80 far as the Bee, Heindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 232 G. 
ntier is: only an empty imagination. But 
: 8 Herod. ae 29, 30, ‘iv. 145, vi-o4; Dem. xx, 26; 


this is an unnecessary seeking after a very 
obseiire reference, The +¢ yép draws, a8 it “Antiph. ¥. 21; Herodian, i, 8. 16, ¥. 2. 14, 


“od emit. Tivthay -adant as) the’ sense? “Soph. Tr. 11183. ‘Kuhner, TT. 1, p. 403, : 





the resnit from. vy 15-17. Hence also. e .4Comp) Col. i. “Bas Plat. Rep. &: p. 608 C5 
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ence of oda yap in ver. 19. aa ay This applies also in opposition. to 
Hinsch, p. 64 f tae 


‘Bawank—Of course this rejoicing does not refer to the impure intention of 
the preachers, but to the objective result. See, already, Augustine, c. Faust, xxii. 
48; ¢, Ep. Purm. ii. 11. Nor does ravzi rpéry apply to the doctrinal purport of 
the. preaching (Gal. i. 8), but to its ethical nature and method, to disposition and 
purpose. See Chrysostom and those who follow him, Nevertheless the apostle’s 
~ judgment may excite surprise by its mildness (comp. iii. 2), since these opponents 
must have taught what in substance was anti-Pauline. But we must consider, 
first, the tone of lofty wesignation in general which prevails in this passage, and 
which might be fitted to raise him more than elsewhere above antagonisms; 
secondly, that in this case the danger did not affect as it did in Asia and Greece, 
in Galatia and Corinth, his personal sphere of apostolical ministry; thirdly, that 
Rome was the very place in which the preaching of Christ might appear to him 
in itself of such preponderating importance as to induce him in the meantime, 
while his own ministry was impeded and in fact threatened with an’ imminent 
end, to allow—in generous tolerance, the lofty philosophical spirit of which Chry- 
sostom has admired—of eyen un-Pauline admixtures of doctrine, in reliance on 
the discriminating power of the truth; lastly, that a comparison of iii. 2 permits 
the assumption, as regards the teachers referred to in the present passage, of a less 
tmportunt grade of anti-Pauline doctrine, and especially of a tenor of teaching 


which did not fundamentally overthrow that of Paul. Comrp: also on iii, 2. Al 


the less, therefore, can the stamp of mildness and forbearance which our passage 
bears be used, as Baur and Hitzig? employ it, as a weapon of attack against the ° 
genuineness of the epistle. Comp. the appropriate remarks of Hilgenteld in his’ 
Zeitschr. 1871, p. $14 ff. ; in opposition to Hinsch, see on ver. 15. Calvin, more- 
over, well says: “Quamquam autem gaudebat Paulus evangelii incrementis, nun- 
quam tamen, si fuisset in ejus manu, tales ordinasset ministros.” 


Ver. 19. Reason assigned not only for the 4444 «al yapfjoouat, but for the 
entire conjoint assertion: é totv yalpo, a24a x. yap. For both, for his 
present joy and for his future joy, the apostle finds the subj ective ground 
in the certainty now to be expressed.—roiro] [V e.] the same thing that 
was conveyed by év roire in ver. 18, this fact of Christ’s being preached, from 
whatever different motives it may be done,—not: my present, ra nar’ éué 
(Hofmann).—ele cernpiay] is, in conformity with the context, not to be 
explained of the deliverance from captivity (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Mus- 
eulus, Heinrichs), or of the preservation of the apostle's life (Oecumenius), 
or of the triumph over his enemies (Michaelis), or of the salvation multorum 
hominwn (Grotius); nor is it to be more precisely defined as the eternal 
Messianic redemption (van Hengel, Weiss; comp. Matthies and Hoele- 
mann), or as spiritual salvation (Rheinwald, de Wette). On the contrary, 
the expression: “it will turn out to my salvation” (comp. Job xiii, 16), will 
be salutary for me, is, without anticipating the seduce to be left. withow 


1Comp. Lechler, apost. Zettalé p.3888. «= Optimus queague amore et Fide, pessimt. malig- 
2Who thinks that he recognizes. here an  nitate et livore.” 
indistinct shadow of Tacitus, Agric. 41: 
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may ‘more precise modal dlefintiiont for Paul himself only announces, as the 
liscourse proceeds (ver. 20), how far he expects salutary results for him- 
elf to arise out of the state of things in question. [Ve] Bengel aptly 
-emarks : “non modo non in pressuram,” ver. 173—Through the entreaty of 
his Philippians, Paul knows, it will be salutary for him (comp. 2 Cor. i. 11; 
Rom. xv. 81; 2 Thess. iii. 12; Philem. 22), and through supply of the Spirdt 
of Christ, that is, through the Spirit of Christ supplying him with help, 
strength, courage, light, ete. (comp. on éiyopay., Eph. iv. 16). [Vf] 
The words 61a ric buddy defoewe . .. Xprorod, embr ace, therefore, fwo elements 
which work together and bring about the aropie. ele owryp., one of these 
on the part of the readers themselves (hence tyéoy is placed first), the other 
on the part of the Holy Spirit. After. nai, dd is to be again understood ; 
the article, however, is not repeated before érzyop., not because the entreaty 
and the éxoppyia are to be taken together as one category, which in this 
passage would be illogical,? but because Paul conceived the second member 
of the clause without the article: supply (not the supply) of the Spirit. rot 
mvebyatoc is the genitive of the subject ; as genitive of the objech (Wiesinger, — 
in accordance’ with Gal. iii, 5) the expression would be inappropriate, 
‘since Paul already has the Spirit (1 Cor. vii. 40), and does not merely 
expect it to be supplied, though in his present position he does expect the 
help, comfort, ete., which the Spirit ae LV g .| Respecting the rveipa 
“Xpuorod, see. on Rom. viii. 9; Gal. iv. 6; 2 Cor. iti, 17.. Paul here designates 
the Holy Spirit thus, because Jesus Christ forms, in the inmost. conscious- 
“ness: ‘of the apostle, the main interest and aim of his entire discourse, ver. 
IS fh 
» Ver. 20. It will prove salutary for me in conformity swith my. earnest 
expectation (see, regarding droxapadoxia, on Rom. viii. 19) anid my hope, that 
_I, ete. (object of the earnest expectation and hope). Others take érz as» 
argumentative (Vatablus, Estius, Matthies); but by this interpretation the 
kata t. amon, «etm. pu. seems, after the oida already expressed, to be an 
addition for which there is no motive, and the flaw of the discourse is 
interrupted. No, when Paul says with 67 «7.2. what itis that he earnestly 
expects and hopes (comp. Rom. vill. 20 f.), he thereby supplies the precise 
definition of the former merely general expression ee cwrgpiay—This is 
neither clumay nor unsuited to the meaning of dmoxapad., as Hofmann 
thinks, who goes back with 7: to the far distant olda, and finds it conventent 
to co-ordinate it with the first 87. Paul would have made this alleged 
- conjunction convenient and at the same time intelligible, only i in the event, 
~ of his having written kal ér1.—éy obdevi aicyurOfoonac] that I shall in no point 





18 @ Cor, vi. 8, vil. 9; Jas. i. 4), 1 in no geet be bee to Bagels that is, in no- 


Poe 10n dmofijrerar, will, bon out, issue, corp, 
© Imke xxi,13; Joh xiii. 16;.2 Mace: ix. 24; 
: Plat. Lys: pe 200 A; de virt: p. 879 e Rep. p: 
425 C5 Dem, 1412, We 

*Bengel well gays: precationem: in coelum 







enter; exhibitionem de coélovenientem2”: 
owever, émxopyytag is still to be included 


in “aupandence: on -ths bua (so Buttmann, | 
 neut. Gr. p. 87. [E. T..p. 100), the readers 
~ would: ‘at all events appear as ‘those: com 
oe municating, which would viele an ineongra- 
ous: ideas © 


. -8Comp. Theodoret: ob. » betov How mvetparos 


- xopnyotvros The xdpu 
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_ respect will a result ensue os to my shame,—a result which would 


expose me to the reproach | of having failed to accomplish my destiny’ 


(comp. the sequel). 1 “Matthies understands it differently: “in. nothing 
shall I show myself shamefuced and fearful ;” comp. van Hengel: “pudore 
confusus ab officio deflectam.” But the context, in which Paul desires: to 
explain more in detail (comp. ver. 21) the words yor dxoSjoera vic cwrnpiav, 


ver. 19, will not harmonize with any other than the above-named purely. 


passive. interpretation; not even with the sense that Paul would not 


“stand disgraced” (Weiss, comp. Huther), that is, be found unfaithful to 


his office, or deficient in the discharge of its duties to the glorifying of 
Christ. The connection requires a description, not of Paul’s behavior, but 
of the fate in which the rotro of ver. 19 would issue for him. Hoelemann 
takes év obdevi as masculine, of the preachers described in ver, 15 ff, who in 
their ministry, though actuated by such various motives, “ita esse versa- 
turos, ut inde non oriatur, de quo erubescat et doleat quum ipse, tum 
etiam in re sua quasi Christus.” This interpretation is opposed both by 
the context, which from yer. 18 onwards brings forward no persons at all; 
and also by the sense itself, because Paul, thus understood, would be made 
to express a confidence in the labors of those teachers which, as regards 
the malicious portion of them (ver. 17, comp. ver. 15), would not be befit- 


ting. The aicxiveotae of the apostle was indeed the very object which they | 


had in view; but, he means to say, ote aloyxivouat, rovréariv ob mepiécovrat, 
Chrysostom.—i4n’ iv wdon wappyota x.7.4.] [V h.] the contrast to év obdevi 
alcxuvOfconac; for the apostle can receive no greater honor and triumph 
(the opposite to the aicyiveofa:) than to be made the instrument of glorify- 


ing Christ Gu. 7 f): bud with all freeness, as always, so also now, Christ will be. 


magnified in my body.—év raoy rappyc.] év xacy corresponds to the previous 
év ovdevi, so that every kind of freeness, which is no way restrained or 
limited (comp. Acts iv. 29, xxviii, 31; 2 Cor. ii. 12), is meant, which 
amounts substantially to the idea, “ une pleine liberté” (Rilliet and older 
expositors)*. The subject of the freeness is Paul himself, inasmuch as it 
was in his body that the fearless glorifying of Christ was to be manifested 
(see below); but he expresses himself in the passive (ueyaAvrOjcerae) and 
not in the active, because, in the feeling of his being the organ of divine 
working, the po: droBfoerae sig cornpiav (ver. 19) governs his conceptions 
and determines a expression. Hofmann’s view, that é» 7. rappyo. means 
“in fall publicity,” as an unmistakable fact before the eyes of all, is lin- 
-guistically erroneous. See, i in opposition to it, on Col. ii. 15.—de wévrore 
cat viv.] [V2], so that the present circumstances, however inimical they 
are in part towards me (vv. 15-18), will therefore bring about no other 
result than this most happy one for me, which has always taken place.— 
év r@ odparti pou] instead of saying: év éuoi, he says: in my body, because 
the decision was now close at hand, whether his body should remain alive 


1Comp. on alcyiverbat, 2 Cor. x. 8,1 John. 6; Plut, Mor. p. 1118 E. 
ii, 98, and the passages of the LXX. in 2Comp. Wunder, aa Soph, Phil 141 f 
‘Schleusner, I. p. 98 1.5 also Xen, Cyr. vi. 4, 
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or . put to death, But whichever of these. possible alternatives should 
come to pass, he earnestly expected, and. hoped that the glory of Christ | 
would be thereby secured (eire ded Cage etre dea Oavdrouv), In so far, namely, as 
through his remaining in the body his apostolic labors would be continued 
to the glory of Christ, and by the slaying of his body there would take place, 
‘not the mere closing of his witness for Christ, as Hofmann, in opposition 
tothe text (vv, 21-23), refines away this point, but his union with Christ. 
Thus, therefore, he will not be put to shame even by his death; but, on 
the contrary, Christ will be freely glorified by it, namely, practically glori- 
fied, inasmuch as Paul, conscious of the gretit gain which he shall acquire. 
through death (ver. 21), will with unwavering joyfulness—with the frank joy- 
ful courage of the martyr who is being perfected—die to the glorifying of 
Christ. Comp. John xxi. 19. In any case, accordingly, the result must 
ensue, that in his body, just as it has always hitherto been the living per- 
sonal instrument of Christ’s glory, now also the free glorification of Christ 
shall be made manifest, whether this result be secured through tts being 
preserved alive or being slain} Hoelemann erroneously refers, év radon wapp. 
to the bold preaching of the various teachers described in-vv. 15-18, from 
which now, as always, the glory of Christ shall result; and that indéed, . 
through the influence which such a-fearless working would have on the 
— fate of the apostle, in his body, whether Christ grant to him a longer 
- course of life or death, in either of which cases the Lord will manifest 
a Himself to him as augustissimum auailiatorem. But against this view it 
“wmay be urged, that: év otdevi does not refer to the teachers (see above); that 
. wappyoig is the contrast to aicyuvOjcouat, so that the subject of the latter 
. must be also the subject of the former; and lastly, that Paul would thus 
be made to say that the fearless working of others had afways shown forth 
Christ’s honor én his body,—-an. expression which, as regards the last point, 
might be suited to the present position of the apostle, but not to the o¢ wév- 
tore. Rilliet takes peyaAvvjoeras notin the sense of praising (Luke i. 46; 
Acts v. 18, x, 46, xix..17; Thue, viii, 81; Xen. Hell: vii. 1.13), but in the 
a taaterial sigalifigation of grandir (Matt. xxiii. 5; Luke i.58; 2 Cor. x. 15), 
- making it apply to the mental indwelling of Christ (Gal. id. 20; Rom. viii. 
. 40; Gal. iv. 19); so that Paul is made to hope that Christ may grow ever 
more. and more in him, that is, may more and more reveal Himself as the 
i - principle of his life, and that this growth will be perfected whether he - 
_ himself live or die. But év xdoy wapprota would be an inappropriate defini- 
tion of this idea; and év r@ cdyart you would also be inappropriate, as. if 
_ Christ would have, even by the apostle’s death, to grow in his body; lastly, 
“ne ither the foregoing nor the subsequent context points to the peculiar 
mystical idea of a growth of Christ in the human body; while the similar idea 
Gal. iv. 19 is there very peculiarly and clearly suggested by the eontert. 
‘Ver. oI ustification not of the joy, ver. 18. (Weiss), which has already 
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prolonged life will be noting | Tae a life of which the whole essential ele- 
ment and real tenor is Christ (“ quicquid vivo, vita naturali, Christum 
vivo,” Bengel), as the One to whom the whole destination and ac tivity of 
my life bear reference (comp. on Gal. ii. 20); and the dying? is gain, inas- 


much as by death I attain to Christ; see ver. 23. Whichever, therefore, 


of the two may come to pass, will tend to the free glorification of Christ; © 
- the former, inasmuch as I continue to labor freely for Christ’s glory; the 


latter, inasmuch as in the certainty of that gain I shall suffer death with 
joyful courage. Comp. Corn. Miiller, who, however, assumes that in the 
second clause Paul had the thought: “ef si mihi moriendun est, moriar 
Christo, ita etiam morte mea Christus celebratur,’ but that in the emotion of 
the discourse he has not expressed this, allowing himself to be carried 
away by the conception of the gain involved in the matter. . This assump- 
tion is altogether superfluous; for, to the consciousness of the Christian 


reader, the reference of the xépdo¢ to Christ must of itself have. been clear 


and certain. But the idea of xépdoc, which connects itself in the apostle’s 


mind with the thought of death, prevents us from assuming that he 


meant to say that if was a matter of no moment to him personally whether ~ 
he lived or died (Wiesinger); for on account of the «pdo¢ in. death, his 


own personal wish must have given the preference to the dying (see ver. 


23), Others (Calvin, Beza, Musculus, Er. Schmid, Raphel, Knatehbull, — 
et wl.) have, moreover, by the non-mention of Christ in the second clause, _ 
been led to the still more erroneous assumption, in opposition both to the 
words and linguistic usage, that in both clauses Christ is the subject. 


and «épdo¢ the predicate, and that the infinitives with the article are to be 
explained by. xpd¢ or card, so that Christ “tam in vita quam in morte lucrum 
esse praedicatur.” Lastly, in oppositign to the context, Rheimwald and 
Rilliet take rd jv as meaning life in the higher, spiritual sense, and «ai as: 
and consequently, which latter interpretation does not harmonize with the 
preceding alternative eire.. . eire. This explanation is refuted by the very 
70 Ci év capxt which follows in ver. 22, since év capst contains not an anti- 
thesis to the absolute ro Gj, but on the contrary a more precise definition 
of it. Although the dé Oavarov and 7d drofaveiy contrasted with the Ci, 


as also ver. 20 generally, afford decisive evidence against the view that 
takes 7d Givin the higher ethical sense, that view has still been adopted. by 


Hofmann, who, notwithstanding the correlation and parallelism of 73 tj. 


and 7d dofavetv, oddly supposes that, while 1d drofaveiv is the subject. in 


the second clause, ri Cyv is yet predicate in the first. Like 1d drofavety, 
ro C#v must be subject also.—éyof] is emphatically placed first: to me, as 
regards my own person, though it may be different from others. Comp... 
the emphatic. judy, ii. 20. : 


“A Not the being dead See On 12; 2 Cor. vii. 3. See generally Mita. ad 
the combination of the Inf. pres. (continuing) - a p. 153 f.; Kilhner, (1.1, p. 159. “The 


. and aor, (momentary); comp. Xen. Mem. iv. . being dead would ‘have been expressed, as in: 
4.4: mpoeiAero paAdov Trois vépots éupevwy amo- Herod..i. 31, by rebvdvan. 


Gaveiv } mapavopay SHY Eur. Or. 308: cbv coi 2¥or profane'paralleis to the idea, though 


warOavelv alpyoomar Kat. CRY, Epictet aes of course not to the ‘Christian import, of + 
Q : a ; 
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fe Men 2 22, [omy vv. 29-04, see N ote VI pages 5B. 57] Aé] carrying onward 
the discourse to the comparison between the two cases as regards their 
“desirability. Weiss understands 6é as antithetic, namely to 73 dmofaveiv 
xépdoc, and Hofmann asin contrast also to the éuot ré Cy Xpeor éc, but both 
_ proceed on an erroneous view of what follows; as does also Huther— 
“According to the 76 drolaveiv xépdog just: expressed, the arofavety was put as 
the case more desirable for Paul personally ; but: because the ¢, in which 
: indeed Christ i is his one and all, conditioned the continuance of his official ; 
labors, he expresses this now in. the hypothetical protasis and, as con-. 
. sequence thereof, in the apodosis, that thus he is in doubt respecting a choice 
between the two.—The structure of the sentence is accordingly this, that the 
- apodosis sets in with Ka) ri aipfoowar, and nothing is to be supplied : “ Bud 
of the remaining in my bodily) life, and just this, avails for my work, I refrain 
from amaking known what I should choose.” We have to remark in detail: 
(1) that el does not render problematical that which was said of the jv év 
sapxi, but in accordance with the well-known and, especially in Paul’s | 
“writings, frequent (Rom, v. 17, vi. 15, and often) syllogistic usage (Herbst 
and Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 5.1), posits the undoubted certainty (Wilke, 
Rhetor. pes 258), which would take place in the event of a continuance of 
ei life; @). that Paul was the more naturally led to add here the specially. 
_ defining év capet to. ra Sav (comp. Gal, ii. 20; 2 Cor. x. 8), because, in the 
previously mentioned xépdoc, the idea of life apart from the body (comp. 
2Cor. v, 8) must have been floating in his mind; (3) that robdre again 
“suns, up with the emphasis of emotion (comp. Roni. vii. 10) the 7d Gy év 
_ oapxt Which had just been said, and calls attention to it,! for it was the 
- remaining in life, just this, this and nothing else (in contrast to the 
_ drofaveiv), which was necessarily to the apostle xapri¢ %pyov; (4) that 
--«aprde is correlative to the preceding «épdoc, and embodies the idea emolu- 
mentum (Rom. i. 18, vi, 21, ef al.; Wisd. iii. 13), which is more precisely | 
> defined by épyou: work-fruit, gain of work, i. e. advantage which accrues tomy 
i: apostolical work; comp. on the idea, Rom. i.18; (5) that «ai, at. the com- 
fe: encement of the apodosis, is the subjoining also, showing that if the one 
otk ing takes place, the other also sets in ;? (6) that ri. stands in the place of 
: the more accurate mérepoy, %and that the fuéure aipjooua (what I should 
refer) i is quite in order,‘ while also the sense of the middie,.to choose for 
a himself, to prefer for himself, i is not to be overlooked ;* (7) that ob yrapife 
- is not to be taken; as it usually has been, according 16 the common Greek 
usage with the Vulgate, in the sense of égnoro, but, following the invariable 
eee ‘of phe = ays as: f do not make it fran, E da not wens anyself on 
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saBaiets datos: (Gcrnpats also Spiess, Lagos 
Spermatieos, A871,’ p. 330 -f): see Wetstein. . 
‘Pomp. -Aclian. V. a. ‘iv..7; Soph. Ant, 464 f 3° 


2Xen, poe 1.3.17; Stallbaum, ad ‘hited. 
~B, 1685 Jacobs, ad Del. epigr. p. 219; Winer, p. 
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vote 4See Enr. Hel. 631, and Pflugk in loe.; jand. 
Bernhardy, p. 283; Ratner, IL-1, p. 508 


; Winer, p, 280 [E. T. 299). 
izsche, ad Matth. p. 219. ; Comp. 2-Thess. ii.18; Xen. Mem. iv. 2:29: 
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the point, give no ‘information upon it. “Paul refraing from making and 
declaring such a choice, because (see ver. 23 £.) his desire is so situated 


bebween:: the two alternatives, that it clashes with that which he is com-. 


pelled to regard as the better—The conformity to words and context, and 
the simplicity, which characterize the whole of this explanation,—in 
which, however, xapz. gpyov is not to be taken as operae. pretium (Calvin, 
Grotius, and others), nor «ai as superfluous (Casaubon, Heinrichs, and 
others), nor ob yiapite as equivalent to ovx oida (see above), —exclude decis- 
_ively all other interpretations, in which roiro and the «at of the apodosis 
have been the special stumbling-blocks. Among these other explanations 
are (a) that of Pelagius, Estius, Bengel, Matthies, and others (comp, Lach- 
mann, who places a stop after épyov), that éovi is to be understood with 
év oapki, that the apodosis begins with rotro, and that kai ci aip. wr.Acis. a 
proposition by itself: “if the ving in the flesh ts appointed to me, then this 


has no other aim for me than by continuous labor to bring forth fruit,” ete. 


(Huther, l.c. p. 581 £.).. But how arbitrarily is the simple éori, thus sup- 
plied, interpreted (mihi constitutum est)! The words roiré poe xaprig épyov, 
taken as an apodosis, are—immediately after the statement éyoi yép rd Caw 
Xptoréc, in which the idea of xaprig épyou is substantially conveyed 
already—adapted less for a new emphatic inference than for a supposition 
that has been established ; 
Nevertheless Hofmann has in substance followed this explanation? 


(b) Beza’s view, that ¢ is to be taken as whether: “an vero vivere in carne | 


mihi operae pretium sit, e quid eligam ignoro.” This is linguistically incor- 
rect (capro¢ pyov), awkward (ei . . . cad ri), and in the first member of the 
sentence un-Pauline (vv. 24-26). (c) The assumption of an aposiopesis 
after &pyav: if life, ete., is to me Kkapric Epyou, “non repugno, non aegre fero” 
(so Corn. Miller), or, “je ne dots pas désirer la mort” (Rilliet).* This is 
quite. arbitrary, and finds no support in the emotional character of the 
passage, Which is in fact very calm. (d¢) Hoelemann’s explanation—which 
supplies kaprée from the sequel after tj, takes rodro, which applies to the 
arofaveiv, as the beginning of the apodosis, and understands xaprog Epyou as 
an actual fruit: “but if life is a fruit in the flesh (an earthly fruit), this (death) 


and the discourse loses both in flow and force. — 





Aeseh, Prom. 487; Athen. xii. p. 589 B; Diod. 
Bic. i. 6. 

1Gomp. van Hengel, Ewald, Huther, Sehen- 
kel, also Bengel, who, however, without any 
ground, adds mihi. Not as if Paul intended 


to say that “he kept if to. himself,” a sense . 


which Hofmann wrongly ascribes to this 
declaration, He intends to say rather that 


he refrains from a decision regarding what he - 


should choose. The dilemma in which he 
. found himself (comp. ver. 23) caused him 
ta waive the giving of such a decision,in order 

not to anticipate in.any way the dixie pur- 
pose by. his own choice. 

280, in substance, also Chrysostom, Theo- 
doret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, 


Luther, Calvin, and many others, including © 


Heinrichs, Rheinwald, van Hengel, de Weite, 
Wiesinger, Ewald, Ellicott, Hileenfeld. 

| STf it be life in the flesh, namely, which 1 
have to expect instead of dying (”), then this, 
namely the life in the flesh, is to me pradtice 
of labor, in so far as by living I produce fruit, 
ang thus then (kai) if is fo me unknown, ete. 
This interpretation of Hofmann’s also is Ha-. 
hle to the objection that,if Paul intended to 
say that he produced fruit hy his life, logically 
he must have predicated of his ¢hyv év eps, 


not that it was to him eapris épyov, but rather: 


that it was gpyor caprof, a worl: (« working) 
which produces fruit. 


4See Winer, p. 557 £ [E. T, 699 £1; Meineke, 


AMenand. p. 238. 
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eaten o fruit bof (in) fack e ‘ibidantiad oui iL foul ids involved, artificial, | 





d: contrary to the genius of the language (cape. epyov '): 


(e) The ex- 


planation of Weiss is that after év oapxi, xépdoc is to be again supplied asa 
predicate, so that roiro, which is made to. apply. to the entire protasis, 


‘begins the apodosis: 


“buat if life is a gain, that is a fruit of his labor, 


‘because the successes of his apostolic ministry can alone make his life 
—-worth having to him” (ver, 24). This supplying of népdoe, which was. 
_ predicated of the antithesis of the Cap, 18 as arbitrary as it is intolerably: 
forced; and, indeed, according to ver. 21, not: xépdoc merely would have to 
be supplied, but éuad xépdec; and, since «épdo¢ is not to be taken’ from 
& dnobaveiy, of which it is predicate, we should have to expect an also before 
eet civ, so that Paul would have Wsiten: eb 68 (or. Gav ei) kat To SH év capkh 


duot xépdoc a 


* 
Ver, 23. Respecting. the ri aliiallie ¢ ob yropi~e, [VI 0. 


page 56], Paul - 


expresses himself more fully in vv. 28, 24, proceeding with a explicative 
dé; for dé is not antithetical (Hofmann: “on the contrary”’), but, in fact, 
‘the reading ydép is a correct gloss, since the situation now follows, which 


necessitates that relinquishment of a choice. But I am held ina strait? of 


the two points, namely the arobaveiy and the ¢jv2 of which he has just said, 
ti alp. ob yvwp. These déo are not conceived in an instrumental sense, which 
_ is expressed with ovvéy., by the dative but as that from which the owéyeo#ae 


». proceeds and. originates.Q—riv Exdyn. Eyer 7.4.) since my longing és to 
. die, [See note VE. page 56.] The article denotes, not “votum jam com- 


. memoratum” (Hoelemann), for Paul has not indeed as yet expressed an 


éntOypeiv, but doubtless the desire, which Puul has. 


He says that his desire 


tends towards dying, etc.,5 but that life is more neccessary ; and therefore 
che knows that. not that for which he longs, but that which is the nore 
“necessary, will. come to. pass, and that he will remain alive (ver. 25). 
_. Augustine aptly observes: “Non patienter moritur, sed patienter vivit et 


ie delectabiliter. moritur.’— 


avartoa| comp. 2 Tim. iv. 6; Isa, xxxviii. 12. 


a : Dying i is conceived asa breaking up (a figure taken from the camp). for: 
the. departure, namely, from. this temporal life to Christ (comp. brdyeu, 


) : Matt. XVI. 24; éxOnpety, 2 Cor.v.8 f; 


and similar passages); hence the 


kal civ Xpar@ eivar immediately added 8§—roAAg y. paad. xpeicaov] by much in 
eae? L higher degree better ; a cumulative expression in the strength and vivid- 


eo 
of 


comp. Luke xii, 50;. Acts xviii, 5; 2 Cor. 





Heind. ad Plat. Soph. 48. 
- Ibis therefore more in ‘harmony with the 
# context to refer .éx. ray So to what precedes 














ee 


ndleatlior expo 





'.. 4Bernhardy, pi 2 


: _ Mitzner, ad Antiph. p. 167. 
than to what t follows (Luther, Rheinwald, Corn. © 


a Maller, and others). . Note that the emphasis.” 
is laid on ovvéxonas, which is the new climac- : 
tte point in the continuation of the discourse. 
he: word ouvex. itself is rightly rendered — 
the Vulgate; eoaretor. The mere teneor” 
e ors) is not sufficient. 


WG Ae ee hire, 





' gelf ina dilemma betwean two opposite alter- 
“y. 14, Wisd. xvii, 115. Dem. 396, 22, “148. By: . 


“Plat. Legg. vit. ‘p. 701 EB, Theaet. p..165 B; 


natives, 


_. § Matt, iv. 24 Luke viii. 37; Acts xviii. 5; 


Plat. Soph. p. 250 D; Eur. Heracl. 634. 
27 f.; Schoem. ad Is. p. 348; 


“BTt is, thus explained why Paul did not’ 
write rod. dvaddoar (as Origen reads). eég is. | 


“not dependent on thy émd. (2m, is never so 
-eonstrued 5. comp. Corn. Muller); but cyy 
~ émé.is absolute, and sis 73. dvaA. expresses 
the direction of ri eid. exer: 


having. my 
longing. towards dying. .Comp. Thue. vil, 2. 
“@Benegel: “ Decédere sanctis nunquam non 





CHAP. ar. 23-26. reek gy! 


ness of feeling! If here interpreted ‘aS Ree (ver. 12), it would ‘glance 


_at the preference usually given to life; but nothing in the context leads 


to this. The predicate Kpelaoov (a ee better, i.e. happier et refers t6 


the apostle himself ; comp. below, de bua? 

Ver. 24, *Emipéver iny olves the idea : to remain séilZ (still further), ¢o 
stay on, comp. Rom. vi. 1.—v rf capri] in my flesh. Not quite equivalent 
to the idea involved in év capxi without the article (ver. 22). The reading 
without the é» (see the critical remarks) would yield an_ ethical sense 
here unsuitable (Rom. viel, xi. 22; Col. i. 93),— dvaykadr.] namely, than 
the for me far happier alternative of the dvadioa: x. o. X. clvaz, The neces- 
sity for that is only a subjective want felt by the pious mind. But the 
objective necessity of the other alternative has precedence as the greater; 
it is more precisely defined by dv inde, reg: arded from the standpoint of | 
love®—dv iuac] applies to the Philippians, who would naturally understand, 
however, that Paul did not intend to refer this point of necessity to them 
exclusively. It is the individualizing mode of expression adopted by special 
love. 

“Vy. 25, 26. [On vv, 25, 26, see Note VIL. page 57.) Lotro rem “oi 
sovrto does not belong to ofda, but to revarf., and refers to the case of neces- 
sity just expressed ; having which as the object of his confidence, Paul 


-knows that, ete., so that ér: is dependent on oida alone,—in opposition to° | 


-Theophylact, Erasmus, Calovius, Heinrichs, Flatt, and others, under whose 


- 


’. view the oféa would lack the specification of a reason, which is given in this. 
very toiro wera, as it was practically necessary.—zera] TI shall remain; | 
contrast to the. avadioa, which was before expressed by émtéverr év r. cape, 
The loving emotion of the | 
apostle (ver. 8) leads him to add to the absolute pera: kat ouurapaperd rao 


Comp. John xii. 84, xxi. 22 f5 1 Cor. xv. 6. 


ipiv, and I shall continue together with all of you; I shall with you all be pre- 
served in temporal life. From vy. 6 and 10 there can be no doubt as to 
the terminus ad quem which Paul had in view; and the réew (comp. 1 
Cor. xv. 51; Rom. xiii. 11) shows how neur he conceived that goal to be 
(iv.4). cVIl é.] Notwithstanding, Hofmann terms this view, which is 
both verbally and textually consistent, quixotic, and invents instead one 
which makes Paul mean by yweré the remaining alive without his co-opera- 
tion, and by wapauerd, which should (according to Hofmann) be read (see 
the critical remarks), his remaining willingly, and which assumes that the 
apostle did not conceive the sal mapapevs wécw iyiv as dependent on érs, 
but conveys in these words a promise to remain with those, “from whom he 
could withdraw himself.’ What a rationalistic, artificial distinction of ideas 


optabile fuit, sed cum Christe esse ex novo 


testamento est.” This Christian longing, 
therefore, has in view anything rather than a 
“having emerged from the limitation of per- 


sonality” (Schleiermacher)—The translation 
dissolvi (Vulgate, Hilary) isto be referred to — 


another reading (dvaAvjvat). 


1 As to waAAov with the comparative, see on 
Marl vii. 365 2 Cor, vii. 13; and Kihner, ed 


2,p. 24f.,:and ad Xen. Mem. til. 13.5; Borne- 
mann, ad Cyrop. p. 137, Goth. 


2 Eur. Hee. 214: davety pov Suvrvyia epeioowy | 
_ exupyeer. 


$“Vitae suae adjici nihil desiderat sua 
causa, sed eorum, quibus utilis est.” Seneca, 
ep. 98 ; comp. ep, 104. 

£On the accusative of the object with ie 
mo8., comp. Bernhardy, p. 106; Ktihner, II, 
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and separation of things that belong together: and what a singular 
promise from the apostle’s lips to a church so dear to him: that he will 
not withdraw hinself, but will remain fuithful to them (Schneider and 
Kruger, ad Xen. Anabd, ti. 6.2)! If capapeva is the true reading, Paul says 
quite simply: I know that I shall remain (shall not be deprived of life), and 
continue with you all, i.e. and that I shall be preserved to you all.'—xapapevd, 
lo continue there, just like pevid in the sense of én vita manere, Herod. i. 80. — 
Hence cuprapazivery (Thue. vi. 89.3; Men. in Stob. Lyix. 4, 5), to continue 
there with, fo remain alive along with2—ete vv buoy ©. . alot.) dudv, as the 
personal subject of the xpoxorg and yapa rig riorews, is placed first, with 
the emphasis of loving interest; the latter genitive, however, which is the 
real genitive of the subject, belongs to both words, mpoxorjy «. yapév. 
‘Hence: for your fuith—furtherunce and joy. [VII d.] Both points are to 
be advanced by the renewed labors of the apostle among them (ver. 26). 
' The blending of them together by an é 6:4 dvoiv (Heinrichs, Flatt) is erro- 
neous. Weiss, however, is also in error in urging that rj mior. cannot 
belong to rpoxorfy also, because it would be in that case the genitive of 
the olject; the faith also is to bean increasing and progressive thing, 
2 Cor. x. 15.—Ver. 26. tra rd xabyqua nz2.] [VIL e]. the special and con- 
~— erefe aim of the general proposition ele ray tuay mpor. x, x. t. wior., Which is. 
consequently represented as the ultimate aim of the pevd wal coprapay. 
pao. du. Comp. ver.10. The xaiyyua, because tudy is placed along with it 
(comp. 1 Cor. v. 6, ix. 15; 2 Cor. ii. 14, ix. 8), is that of the readers and not 
of the apostle (Chrysos stoma: netdvog Exo Kavydotla: tudy exiddvrov, Ewald: 
my pride in you at the last day); nor is it equivalent to xabyyae, gloriatio 
(Flatt and many, others), but it denotes, as it invariably. does? muateries 
gloriandt (Rom. iv. 2; 1 Cor. v. 6, ix. 16 £; 2 Cor, i. 14, v. 12; Gal. vi. 4). 
Hence: that the matter in which you have to glory, i. e., the bliss as Chris- 
tians in which you rejoice (compare previously the yapa tic ricrews), may 
inerease abundantly (comp. previously the poxor) rie miorewe). The bv 
Xpior@ "Tyood. that is added expresses the sphere in which the repiscetew is to 
take place, and characterizes the latter, therefore, as something which 
only develops itself in Christ as the element, in which both the joyful 
“consclousness and the ethical activity of life subsist. If the repoceterv 
took place otherwise, it would be an egotistical, foreign, generally abnor- 
~-mal-and aberrant thing ; as was the case, for example; with some of the 
_ Corinthians and with Judaistie Christians, whose kavyaofa was based and 
grew upon works of the law.. The normal wepiacetecv of the xatynua of the 
_ Philippians, however, namely, its. xeprooetew b) Xpior} 'Iyood, shall take 
place—and this is specially added as the concrete position of the matter— 


p. 267; also Wunder, ad Soph. O. T. 959 f. Gregory of. Nazianzus, Lp. 74 Goined with 
Observe that we may say ¢.werol@now ia cuvdiaravige). 
2 Kings xVHL 19. Comp. on ii: 18. - 8 This applies also against Huther, fC. 
1 Comp. Heb. vii. 23; Ecelus. xii15; Horm. 683, who, in support of the ~ signification 
He xii, 402; Plat. Menex. p. 235 B; Lucian, gloriatio, appeals: to Pind. Tsth. vo 08 eae 
Nigr. 30; Herodian. vi, 2.19. oXNea kara Bpexe oreyg. But. in this. passage 
5 Tepes Tow do: also xadynaa means. that in which ene glories, . 





ee A. 28, 26. | . 89 


dv buot did Tie uae mapovsiag mr. mos. tupac, that is, it shall have in me by Yy my 
coming again to you its procuring cause ; inds smuch as through this return 
in itself, and in virtue of my renewed ministry among you, I shall be the - 
occasion, impulse, and furtherance of that rich increase in Your Katya, 
and. thus the wepuscebe will rest in me. Consequently the é in év X. i 
and the év in éy éuol, are differently conceived; the former is the specific, 
essential definition of repecoeby, the latter the statement of the personal pre- 
curing ground for the wepicc. év I, X., which the apostle has in view in refer- 
ence to the «atyjua of his readers—a statement of the ground, which is 
not surprising for the service of an instrument of Christ (Hofmann), and 
which quite accords with the concrete species fucti here contemplated, the 
personal return and the apostolic position and ministry. The interpreta- 
tion of Hofmann is thus all the more erroneous, viz. that the increase of 
their glorying is given to the readers in the person of the apostle, in so far 
as the having him again among them would be a matter of Christian joy and 
pride to them. Thus would the apostle make himself in fact the object 
and contents of the cavyacta, which would neither be consistent with the 
logical relation of the iva to the preceding ele r. ty. rpoxory x74, nor with 
- Paul’s own deep humility (1 Cor. iii. 21, xv.9; Eph. iii. 8), which he satis- 
fies algo in 2 Cor. i. 14 by the mutual nature of the cabyyua between him- 
self and his friends, and in view of the day of Christ. By many! év X.’E,, 
and by some even év. évoi? are referred, contrary to the position of the 
words, to 7d xabyqua tuév, with various arbitrary definitions of the sense, 
ég. Flatt: “so that ye shall have still more reason, in reference to me, to 
glorify Jesus Christ (who hath given me again to you);” Rheinwald: “If . 
I shall be delivered by the power of Christ, ye will find abundant cause 
for praising the Lord, who has done such great things for me.”—d4ur] is 
connected, as an adjectival definition, with zapove. See on 2 Cor, xi. 23; 
Gal. 1.18; 1 Cor. vill. 7. 


Remarx.—From yv. 20-26 we are not to conclude that Paul at that time was 
in doubt whether he should live to see the Parousia (Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 355, and 
others)... For in ver. 20 he only supposes the case of his death, and that indeed, in 
ver. 21, as the case which would be profitable for himself, and for which, therefore, 
he protests in ver. 23 that he longs. But on account of the need for his life being 
prolonged (ver. 24), he knows (ver. 25) that that case will not come to pass. This 
oida (ver. 25) is not to be weakened into a probabiliter sperare or the like (Beza, 
Calvin, Estius, and many others, also Heinrichs, Rheinwald; comp. Matthies, 
yan Hengel, Rilliet), with which Grotius, from connecting olda merou., even 
brings out the sense, “ scio me hace sperare, i. e. malle ;” whilst others fall back upon 
the argumentum a silentio, viz. that Paul says nothing here of any revelation (see 
Estinus, Matthies, and others), but only expresses an inference in itself Hable to 
error (Weiss). No, although he has supposed the possibility (comp, ii. 17) of his 
being put to death, he nevertheless ‘new that he should remain alive; and it 


as the Scholiast has appropriately explained 1See Calvin, Heinrichs, Rheinwald, Rilliet, 
“it: «el eal qydtkadra ciot tay Alywyrav ra and others. 
Karop0dmora, Bpdxe Kat émindAumre T]]) CLwT]- 2Storr, Flatt, Huther. 
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aust withal be confessed that the resulé did not correspond to this definite oida, 
vhich Bengel even. goes so far as: to refer to a dictamen pr opheticum.. By no 
neans, however, is an tmaginary sil uation? to be suspected here (Baur), and just as 
ittle can a second imprisonment at Rome be founded on this passage (Chrysostom, 
Jecumenius, Theodoret, Bullinger, Piscator, Calovius, Estius, Bengel, and many 
others, also Wiesinger); as to the volaticn: of this passage to Acts xx. 25, see on 
Acts—We have further to notice that Paul, according to ver. 25, assumes that, 
in case he should be put to death, he would go not tnto Hades, but into he ee to 
Christ;—a conviction of the bliss attending martyrdom which is found in 2 Cor. 
y. 8 and in the history of Stephen, Acts vii. 59, and therefore does not occur for 
the first time in the Apocalypse (vi. 9 ff, vii. 9 f8).2 Wetstcin’s idea is a mere 


empty evasion, that. by dvadicat is doubtless meant the dying, but by aiv X, eva 


only the time following the resurrection (comp. also Weitzel, Stud. u. Writ. 1886, 
p. 954 ff.); as also is that of Grotius, that civ X, elvac means; “in Christi custodia 
esse,” and “nihil hine de loco definivi potest.” It is also altogether at variance with 
the context (see vv. 20, 21), if, with Kaeuffer, we interpret dvadiom as the change 
that takes place at the Parousia (“ut quasi eximeretur carne”), Comp. on the 
contrary, Polycarp: ad Phil. 9, dre ele tov dgeAduevov abroig. téxov cial Tapa To 


Kupia, q Kal ovvérator, Clem. Rom. 1 Cor. 5, of Peters papruphoag éxopesitly ig tov 


dperAduevav rorov tHE O6EH¢, and of Paul: sig tov Gysov téxov éxopetty, Martyr. 


Tgnat. 26. It is an intermediate state, not yet the fully perfected glory, but in 


“heaven, where Christ is (111.20), Georgii, in Zeller’s theolog. Jahrb. 1845, I. p. 
22, following. Usteri,-Lehrbegr. p. 868, erroneously discovers in our passage a 
| modification of the New Testament view, developed only when the hope of a speedy 
- Parousia fell into the background. Eon, Neander and Baumgarten. Crusius 


{whose view amounts to an inconsistency of the conceptions). Opposed to these 
views, even apart from 2 Cor. y, 8 and Acts vii. 59, is the fact that, the speedy 
- Parousia appears still to be very distinctly expected in this epistle. See particu- 


~Tarly iii, 20 f. But we find nothing said in the New Testament. as to an tnter- 


e 


mediaté body between death and resurrection. See remark on 2 Cor. v3. There 
is a vague fanciful idea in Delitasch, Psychol. p. 443 £, who in p. 419 ff, however, 
forcibly shows the incorrectness of the doctrine of the sleep of the soul. 


1 Hinseh “even assigns, Z¢ p..71, to the John xiv 25 f:. They remain in: fellowship’ 


passage with its vivid emotion. the character with Christ; but as to the mode and.place of 


‘ata historico-critical. reflection. He represents this fellowship, of which they might indeed 
the author of the epistle as having in view . be partakers even in Hades (Paradise, Luke 


the various opinions ‘current in his age xvi. 22° if, xxiii. 43; Phil. ii, 10), as little is 
regarding -the..close. of the apostle’s life, . said in that passage as in viii. 38, xiv.8. But 


in other words,,the, question, whether hig in the passage we are considering, the words | 


captivity at that time ended in his being | oty Xpior@ etvar point to an- actual being with 
put to death, or in. his being set at liberty — the Lord in heaven (comp.1 Thess.iv. 14, 175 
and beginning a new course of labor. The ‘Acts vii. 59; 2 Cor 7. ¢.),.and do not therefore 
author adduees the .growids of both views; _ apply'to. the state in Hades (in. opposition . to 
putting them in the mouth of the apostle, and. Giider, Ersehein. Chr. unt. d. Todten, p. 111, 
in ver, 24 decides in favor of the .second;.. and others); see also 2 Cor. y.8 This union 


“the original,of whieh the: present passage 
vis an imitation, is te be found (as Baur also 
“thinks)-in-2 Cor.v.8, Rom; xiv.8.° See Hil- 
genfeld, in opposition to Baur and Hinsch, 


@All -we-can gather frorn Rom. viii 10-£- 


is “merely that the life of believers remams 


unaffected by the death of the body; as at 


with Christ, however, is not the éééa.as the 
“wltimate goal of hope; see iii. 20° f.; Col, 11, 3: 


To the latter belongs. also the bodily trans- 


* figuration, which can only take place at the 
_ Parousia, 1 Cor: xv. 23, This. applies, also. 
“opposition to Gerlach, d. letzt. Dinge, p. 79 ff, 

whose distinetion between corporeality and 











CHAP. ‘E27, | AY 


Vai 27. [On vy. 27-80, see Note VUIL. page 58.] To these accounts: 


regarding his own present position Paul now subjoins certain exhortations 


to right conduct for his readers —pévor] [VOLE a.] without connecting 
particle, as in Gal. ii. 10, v.18. With the above assurance, namely, that 
he shall continue alive, etc., he, in order that the object of this preserving 
of his life (ver. 25) may be accomplished in them, needs only to summon 
them to be in a way worthy of the gospel members of the Christian commu- 
nity (woderetecbe); nothing further is needed. Hofmann, in consequence 
of his finding previously a promise, finds here, equally erroneously, the 
only counter-demand made for it-—rob Xpisrot] of Christ. See on Mark i. 1. 
—rohreteate] [VIII b.] comp. on Acts xxiii. 11 The word, which is not 
used elsewhere by Paul in the epistles to express the conduct of life, is 
here purposely chosen, because he has in view the moral life, internal and 
external, 7 the Christian commonwealth, corresponding to the purport of 
the gospel (wodureteotac, to be citizen of a state, to live as citizen). See the 
sequel. It is also selected in Acts xxiii. 1, where the idea of the official 
relation of service is involved (rodurebeotue, to administer an office in the 


state). Comp. 2 Mace. vi. 1, xi. 25; 8 Mace. iii. 4. In the absence of such 


references as these, Paul says repezareiv (Eph.iv. 1; Col. i. 10, with asic) —~ 
sire éAdav «.7.4.] & parenthetic definition as far as dvév, so that dxotcu. then 
depends on iva: in order that I—whether it be when I have come and scen You, 
or during my absence from you—meay hear, etc. The two cases irs... cire 
do not refer to the liberation and now-liberation. of the apostle; but they 
assume the certaiity of the liberation (ver. 25 £.), after which Paul desired to 
continue his apostolic journeys and to come again to the Philippians; and 
indeed trusted that he should come (ii, 26), but yet, according to the 
circumstances, might be led elsewhere and be far away from them (eize 
arov), In either event it is his earnest desire and wish that he may come 
to learn the atlairs of the church in their excellence as deseribed by 67 
otHxere «7.4. It cannot surprise us to find the notion of learning expressed 


by the common form of the zeugma,? corresponding to the site aréy, and — 


from the éxotew accordingly employed there naturally suggests: itself a 
word of kindred import to correspond with ¢ire éAfév a.7.4., such as yea. 
The rash opinion, repeated even by Hofmann, that dkoicw only refers to 
the second case; does the apostle the injustice of making his discourse 
“hiules” (Calvin), and even grammatically faulty (Hofmann), it being 
supposed that he intended to write either: “ut sive veniens vdeam vos, 
sive absens audiam,” or: “sive quum venero et videro vos, sive absens 
audiam de statu vestro, intelligam wtroque modo,” ete. Calvin allows a 


materiality [Lewblichkert und Korperlichkeit]is 54: moAtrevdpevos thy auerapedAntoy woduretay 


not in harmony with the New Testament, 76d @eod, ch. QL: d&iws avrod wodirevdmevos, 


which distinguishes rather hetyees THO 
and oapé. . 

1See also 2 Mace. vi, 1, xi. 25; 3 Mace. i iii, 
4; Joseph. Antt. lil 5. 8, Vit 2; Wetstein 
ad toc. and Suicer, Thes. IL p. 709. ff 
' £Comp. however, Clement, Cor. i. 3: modAt- 


-weverOar Kara 1d Kabhnov 7G Xpic7d, and ch. 


3Itisa mistake (notwithstanding Winer, p 
878 [E. T. 622]) to suppose that In a zeugma 
the directly appropriate verb must be joined 


‘to the first member It ean also he joined 


with the second, as here, Comp aXen, Anab, 


vii, & 12, and Kuhner in foe, Plat. Rep. P. 


589 C, and Stallbaum in loc; Hom. IZ, iil. 327, 
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roice between these two interpretations; the latter is approved of by de — 


Tette and. Weiss (comp. Rilliet and J. B. Lightfoot). Hofmann also 
eeuses the apostle of the confusion of having written cite azav axobow ra 
epi tuév (whieh words are to be taken tog gether), as if he had previously 
ut give EAMov dyouat iuae ; but of having le eft it to the reader mentally to supply 
he verbs that should have depended on iva, and of which two! would have 
een needed! The passage employed for comparison, Rom. iv. 16, with 
ts close, concise, and clear dialectic, is utter ly a stranger to such avkwank: 
ress. Hoelemann finally interprets the passage in a perfectly arbitrary 
way, as if Paul had written: iva, cire 40av x. iby tude, cite away Kal axoboag 
ra wepldpdv, ovi«yre «7.4, thus making the participles absolute nominatives. 
rd weph tyr} the abject of axotow, so that brs orpxere x.7.2., that, namely, ye 


stand, etc., is a more precise definition arising out of the loving confidence . 


of the apostle, analogous to the familiar attraction oda ce ric. él, and the 
like; Winer, p. 581 [E. T. 625]. It has been awkwardly explained as 
absolute “quod attinet ad reg vestras” (Heinrichs, Rheinwald, Matthies, 
and others), while van Hengel not more skillfully, taking sire amv dxobaw rt, 


wv. bu. together, afterwards supplies dxohow again. Grotius, Estius, and am. 
Ende take ré even for raira, and Hoelemann makes Paul express himself 


here also by an anakoluthon (comp. above on size bAfoy x.7.2.), 80. that 
either bz should have been omitted and orjxyre written, or ré should not 
have been inserted.—év évi rvehuarc] is to be joined with orjxere, alongside 
of which it stands, although Hofmann, without any reason, takes it abso- 
Jutely (2 Thess. ii. 15). It is the common element, in which they are to’ 
stand, 4. e, to remain steadfast (Rom. vy. 2; 1 Cor. xv. 1, xvi. 18), wvebpare, 
however, refers not to the Holy Spirit? but, as the context shows by pué 
poxh, to the human spirit; comp. 1 Thess. v.23. The perfect accord of 
their minds in conyiction, volition, and feeling, presents the appearance 
of one spirit which the various persons have in common. De Wette well 
gays: ‘the practical community of spirit.” Comp. Acts iv. 32. It is, as a 
matter of course, plain to the Christian consciousness that this unity of the 
human spirit is brought about by the Holy Spirit (see on Eph. iv. 8 £, 28), 
but {vt rveiy. does not say so. Moreover the emphasis is on this év ét m»., 
and therefore ped p. is subsequently placed first—The special mode which 
this standing fast In one spirit desired by the apostle is to assume, is con- 


tained in the sequel down to d dvrunceop— pee Yuya ovvaila,, x.7.4.] The puyd, as : 


» distinguished frou the wveiya, is the principle of the individual personal 
_ We, which receives its impressions on the one hand from the wveiya as the 
principle of the higher divine wf, and on the other hand from the outer 
world, and is the seat of the activity of feeling and emotion, the sympathetic 
ae of which i in the church is s. Here: described {conip. on Luke i. 46 £)3 


“dnd Péest in toe. ; genérally Nigelsbach, 2 oe disco ites: in .the confused form in- which: 


dhas, p. V79, ed; 8; Bremi, ad Lys, p. 43.5. Hofmann makes it run, and there would 
Kitihner, IL.-2, p. 107 ; be-no necessity whatever for two-verbs. a 
1 But whyfwo? He would only have needed 2 Erasmus, -Beza, and: others, also Hein- 


to insert 4a0é or yod before és. This would © richs,Rheinwald, Matthies,van Hengel, Weiss, 
Lace snited hath halves of the alternative . 8Comp. ledwuxos ti, 20; ovpyvxa, IL 23 


nS coe 


= 1 28. ee: ee 


But jz a. does not also belong to orjxere (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, 
Er, Schmid, and others), for vratid. requires a modal definition in harmony 
with the context—ovvalotvrer] in keeping with o7jxere, according to the 
conception of a contest (comp. ver. 30), under which the activity of Christian 
Juithfulness is presented in relation to all hostile powers! The compound, 
striving together (comp. iy. 8, and cwayavitectu, Rom. xv. 30), is not to be 
overlooked, as if curat., with the dative of the thing expressed merely the 
entering or slepping into the lists for it (Hofmann). It does not refer, how- 
ever, to the fellowship of the Philippians themselves (* quasi facto agmine 
contra hostes evang.,” Grotius.)?. Paul looks upon himself as a combatant 
(ver. 80, comp. ver. 7), and the Philippians as striving with him, and afford- 
ing him assistance (Diod. iii. 4) as his civafier in defending the faith (object- 
ively viewed), protecting it and rendering it victorious. [VIII¢] That 
they were to do this with one aceord, is stated emphatically by yaa poxa, but 
is not conveyed by ovvafa. in itself. If, however, Paul is the combatant, 


the passage cannot be understood in the sense: “adjuvantes. decertantem 


adversus lnpios evangelii jidem,” Erasmus, Puraphr.;* even apart from 
the fact that. such a personificution of siete is unprecedented, and must 
have been suggested by the text, as in the case of 77 dAyHeig, 1 Cor. xiii. 6. 
—rh wicre: is the dative commodi (comp. Jude 8), [VITT d3] not. instru- 
menti,* which jd yoy? was. As to the genitive of the object with mrisre, 
see on a om. iii, 22, 
Ver, 28. On rripecthu, to become frightened (of horses, Diod. 1.19, xvil. 54; 
Plut. Fab3 5; Mare. 6), to be thrown into consternation Seca xvii. 87 £3 Plat. 
Aa. p. 870 A; Plut. Mor. p. 800 C), see Kypke, IT. p. 812. 
Aquila has scree penta: —iy pndevil m no point, alla ratione, ver, 20; 2 
Cor. vi. 8, vil. 9; Jas. i. 4—The dvrmefueroe (comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 9) are the 
non-Christian opponents of the gospel among Jews and Gentiles, and not the 
Judaizers and their adherents (Flatt), or the malevolent false teachers (Mat- 
—thies). This follows from ver. 30, since the whole position and ministry 
of the apostle was a conflict with such adversaries, comp, ver. 7.——jr forty 
abroig kt. a] [VIII ¢.] which is indeed, ete., refers to the preceding py mripec- 
Oat br Tév dvriveyt., to Which Paul desires to encourage them. This widawut- 
saieae in the cvadbeiy, and not the latter itself (Hofmann), is now the lead- 
ing idea, with which what has further to be said connects itself; hence 
gruc is not to be taken as referring to the suffvrings, as it is by Ey ae (comp, 
2 Thess. i. 5), who subsequently, although without critical proof, would 


read ax WhEiae bay, buiy dé—abroic] TOG avr inequevole is to be taken simply as. 


dative of reference: which is to them an indication of perdition. The ire 


3Comp. Castalio, Michaelis, Mynster, Flatt, 
Lightfoot. 


Herodian. viii. 5. 15: uid te yroun Kat poxg, 
Rom. xv. 6, d400vpaddy, 4 Mace. xiv, 20, dpdyvu-. 


In Gen. xl. 8. 








xos, 1 Pet. iii. 8, duddpor, 
iComp, Col. ii 1; 1Thess, fi, 2; 1 Tim, vi. 
12,2 Tim. iv. 7, et al.; also Soph. 0. CG 564; 
Eur. Suppl. 317; Aesch, Prom. 95. - | 
2Comp. Hoelemann, Rilliet, de Wette, Wie- 
singer, Weiss, and others, following Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Qecumenius. 


4Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, Loesner, 
Rheinwald, and others 

5’Orav yap idwou, dre pupia Texvagoperot 
ove wropar twas Sivavra. ob detyua totte 
cahés ekovew, te Ta pev abrady grohourTat, 
74.88 tpérepa ioyvpa Kat dvddura Kat adrobey 
éxovra Thy curypiay ; Theophy lact.* 
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rwolving a reason is just « as in Eph. lik. 13, Sep on ital pas sage. . This 
rould be still more emphatically expressed by # Wire ye (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 
105). But the fact that the dvrieipevor do not recognize in the undaunted- 
ress of those persecuted a proof (not: causa, as in the Vulgate; but comp. 
Rom. iii. 25 f.; 2 Cor. vili, 24; Plat. Hp. vii. p. 841 E; Legg. xii. p. 966 C) 
of their.own perdition, and on the other hand of the salvation of the per- 
secuted (ev Oe suraplas), doesnot alter the state of the case in itself, that 
the ya mripscla is in reality objectively. such an. érdegie to them. It is, 
indeed, the oyurioy of the righteous divine cause, and of its necessary final 
victory. Perdition and salvation: both without more precise definition ; 
but the reader knew what reference to assign to each, viz. the Messianic 
perdition and salvation. —«ai robte ard Ocot| anil that (see on Rom. xiii: 11) 
of God, thus certain, therefore, and. infallible. It adds force to the 
encouragement conveyed by tuay d curypiag; for the context shows by the 
djuiv, which is emphatically placed first in ver. 29,—without making the 
reading tuiy necessary, however, in ver. 28 (Hofmann); see the critical 
remarks,—that roito refers only to this second and main part of dre «7.2. 
(Calvin, Piscator, Calovius, Flatt, and others, also Ewald and Hofmann), 
and not to both halves of jr (Beza, Grotins, and many others, also Wies- 
inger, Weiss, and Ellicott). Entire ‘ly foreign to the connection is any 
purpose of heméliation (Hoelemann and older expositors, following the 
Greek Fathers). Nor. are the words to be attached to what follows (r+, that) 
- (Clemens Alex., Chrysostom, Theodoret, Erasmus, and others, and recently 
‘Ribliet); in which case the (preparative) roivo would receive an uncalled- 
for importance, and yet ad Occi would be obviously intelligible through 
éyapicty, 
Ver. 29, "Orc is argumentative. “ Kat robro avd ead,” I say, “since indeed 
to you it was granted,” etc. This grant distinguishing you is the practical 
proof, that the just expressed ars Oeob is indubitably right, and that con- 
sequently the évdeeee of your final salvation which is afforded to the adver- — 
sarics in your undauntedness is a divine édeeic, a token given by God? 
-Hofmann’s view, that 67 specifies the reason why God imparts to them 
_ What has been before stated, is based upon the erroneous reading tiv in 
ver. 28; and. is itself erroneous, heeause ére would introduce merely the 
~ self evident thought. that they had not sought out their suffering wilfully, but 
had had it given to them by God, and because, for the purpose of marking 
the alleged contrast to the wilfulness, not iyiv, but azd Os0d. age ain would 
have been emphatically prefixed, and consequent] y Paul must. have writ- 
ten: bre ard. Ocot tuiv tyapioty «7.2. Hofmann curiously explains the 
Se piaiae tuiv, as if Paul meant to say eee with respect to their suffer- 
ngs ihe case stood exactly as with his own. In that case he must-at least. 
oe hive written, in prospect of ver: 30, nat fyin, to you also.—iyiv} emphatically 
put first, corresponding to the previous yey de emia! i -xaplabh | denakum 


Comp, on the matter, 2 Thess. 1.54.3 Rem. ing to the final aaloation of penerers: was in 
vii. 175 2Tim, 1112; Luke xil. 32, et al. "feet before. the adversaries, and that their . 
BAL the same time it is to be observed-here ; “‘non-recognition of it altered peas She in this .. 
wTeSfonma® an ver, OR) that this. divine. point objective relation, : 


4 








est ; by whom, is re 1 Cor. ii. 12 


_ CHAP. I #9; 45 


12-7 iia Xpetor] as if the 
wéo ye Was immediately to follow. The apostle does not leave this unw rit: 


ten purposcly, in order to bring into prominence in the first place the idea 
of trép, as Hofmann artificially explains. But here his full heart inter- 
poses, after +, dx?p Xpurod, and before he writes sécyew, the fresh thought 
ob pdvov 76 cig abr. moTebe, SO that a244 cai must now be also added; and, 
on account of the different prepositional relation (sic) introduced, the 7a 
ixép Xporvt already expressed is again taken up by ri trép abrod. Thus ob 
novov ... ixép abo} appears as a parenthesis of more special definition, 
after which the récyew, which had been prepared for by ra éz2p Xprorod, but 
is only now introduced, is to he dwelt upon with emphasis: “ta you the 
gift of grace is granted, in behalf of Christ—not only to beHeve on Him, but 
also for Him—to suffer.”! It is an awkward construction, to take 7b brép— 
X. absolutely and (notwithstanding the subsequent trép airor) in the sense: | 


as to what concerns Christ (Beza, Camerarius, Calovius, and others, includ- 


ing Matthies and Rillict). For the conception of suffering for Christ as a 


high divine distinction, see already Acts v.41; comp. Matt.v. 11 £ Comp. 


ae yer. 7. 


Ver. 36 ). (VIET If]. So that ye have the same conflict, ete., serves to charac- 


— terize the tiv éxyep. ro bxép X, rdoxerr Just asserted; and Paul's intention 


in thus speaking, is to bring home to them the high dignity and distinction | 
of suffering for Christ, which is involved in the consciousness of fellowship 
in conflict with the apostle. It is impossible, in accordance with the true | 
explanation of what goes before (sce on ver. 20), to tind in rév abrdr, that 
they have themselves sought their conflict of suffering as little as the apos- 
tle had sought his, but, on the contrary, have received it as a gift of grace 
from God (Hofmann). The participle might have been put by Paul in the 
nominative (instead of the dative), because tusic¢ was floating before his 
mind as the logical subject of the preceding clause. Comp. on Eph. iii. 
18, iv. 2; 2 Cor. i. 73 Col. it. 2, iii. 16; Phil. 11.19; Ktihner, IT. 2, p. 661 £ 
There is therefore neither a a nor a grammatical reason, with Ben- 
gel, Michaelis, Lachmann, Ewald (comp. also Buttman, Newt. Gr. p, 256 
[E. T. 299]), to treat are... méoyew as a parenthesis,;—a construction 
which would be only an injurious interruption to the flow of the discourse. 
—rdv airév] namely, in respect of the object; it is the conflict for Christ 
(ver. 29) and His gospel (ver. 7).—olov stdere 7.2.) as ye have seen it in my 
person (viz. whilst I was still with you in Philippi; see scenes of this con- 
flict in Acts xvi. 16 f£; comp. 1 Thess. ii. 2), and now (from my episile 
which is read out to you) ye hear in my person. Paul, in his epistle, speaks 
to the Philippians as if they were listening to him in person; thus they 
hear in him his conflict, which is made known to them in the statements 
of the apostle. This explanation is all the less unfitting, as Hofmann 
terms it (comparing the év juiv in 1 Cor. iv. 6), since Paul must necessarily 
have assumed that the statements in the epistle regarding his sufferings 


“1Plat. Legg. x. p. 802 Cz ei 88 havicerat — rors yeyernuern. See also Dissen, ad Dem, de 


Woxh wpbroy, ob wip ovbe ahp, Wuxh 68 év mpd~ cor. p. 451; Fritzsche, ad Matih, p. 501. 
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would not fail to receive more det lel désevtption in Philippi on the part 
of Epaphroditus. The rendering de me for the second é éuai, adopted by 
Peschito, Vulgate, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, and others, including 
Flatt, is erroneous. ‘ | 


ores sy American Eprror. 
TL. Wwd, 2. 


~The salutation of this Epistle corresponds, in its general characteristics, with 
those of the other Pauline Epistles. Its only peculiarity, as distinguishing it 
from all the rest, is the special mention of the church officers among those who 
are addressed. The reason for thus alluding to them may, not improbably, be 
the one suggested by Meyer (with whom ‘Weiss, Ellicott and others agree), but 
it may be connected with the particularly intimate relations which the Apostle 
sustained to all the membership of this Church, the evidence of which is mani- 
fest throughout the Epistle. That these officials are placed in the salutation 
after the company of believers, may be due to the fact that the gift sent to 
Paul was the result of a general contribution. It would seem, however, that 
he could hardly have written thus, if he had not esteemed the believing body - 
‘as of more importance than its officers. 

— The Charch is not designated here by the word éx«Ayoia, as it ig not in 1 the 
7 ‘opening wortls of any of the letters which are later in date than 2 Cor. and Gal. 
. As the E p. to the Romans, in which this term first disappears from the saluta- 
-. tion, was probably not separated in time from either of those Epistles bya period — 
of more than from three to six months, the change in expression must wndoubt- 
edly have been accidental, rather than the result of any settled purpose or new 
ideas. The natural effect of a progress In church organization, it would seem, 
would rather have been in the opposite direction. For this reason, as well as 
- because the earliest officers of the churches were preshyters and deacons, conclu- 
sions as to the date of this Epistle, or as to any peculiar or ejanined church - 

constitution, can scarcely be founded upon the words here used. 
With regard to the absence of the word améerodoc: in this salutation, it may, 
after the same manner, be said that no altogether satisfactory account can be 
given of its insertion or omission. It occurs in letters addressed to individuals 
(Lim. and Titus), as well as in those written to churches; and, among the latter, 
‘it is found. not only in eases where Paul’s apostolic authority was assailed (Gal, 
2 Cor.), but where. there is little evidence of any intended reference to such 
opposition, (Rom. 1 Cor.), It is omitted, on the other hand, in Ist and 2d 
Thess. Phil, and Philem, Perhaps the best suggestion which canbe offered 
is that the letters; whether to churches or ide utente whose opening words 
contain this term, have a somewhat more official character than those in which 
it does not appear. 
' With respect to the relation of Timothy to the Epistle, the view of Weiss, . 
Ellicott, Lightfoot and others, seems more probably. to be the correct one—that | 
he simply “takes part in the greeting.” No doubt, that if he had not agreed | 
with Paul in opinions and feelings, his. name would not have been inserted, 
~ But there appears to be no sufficient ground for supposing, with Meyer, that 
tha “‘Annetle had had anv snecial or formal discussion with him as to the exhort- 








ao AT 


ations and teachings which were to be addressed to the Philippians in one 
letter. Timothy was well known to the church and was about to visit it on 


‘Dehalf. of Paul, but the Apostle is apparently in this case, as in all others where 
-he associates his companions with himself in his words of address, the sole author 


of the Epistle in every sense. 


“IT. Vv. 3-11. 


With ‘eferside to the construction and meaning of these verses, the following 
points may be noticed: (a) As etyapord is the leading verb and apparently ex- 
presses the feeling which was uppermost in the Apostle’s mind, it is most natural 
to hold that the words éxi +} xocmovig are to be connected with it. This view gains 
support from the following verses, which set forth the confidence which he ie for 
the future respecting the continuance of what now constitutes the ground of his 
thankfulness. It is. also confirmed by the fact that in the beginning of other 
epistles where ebyapior occurs, it is followed by the same preposition with a 
dative, or by clauses of another form, expressing the reason or oceasion of his 
grateful feeling (1 Cor. i. 4,5; Rom.i.8; 2 Thess. i. 3; Col.i. 8,4; Philem. 4, 5).— 
(6) The connection of warrore «.7.2.—whether with eayapiorés or with werd ye red. 
rolovpevog—is more doubtful. Tldvrove is, in some similar cases in Paul's writings, 
evidently to he joined with eiy. (e.g. 1 Thess. i. 2; 2 Thess. i. 3, i113). In other 
eases, however (e.g. Col. i. 4; Philem. 4; ef. Rom. i.9, 10), it may quality the partici- | 
pial word, and it is to be observed that the present sentence has peculiarities which 
render any conclusions drawn from comparison with kindred passages uncertain. 
There is no other instance where the accumulation of phrases conveying the ide: 
of “all,” and the twofold use of déyowc, are found. The sentence may, therefore, — 
be properly determined in its construction hy the probabilities belonging to itself. 
These, on the whole, favor the uniting of wépvrote «7.4. with socotuerog, After 
the insertion of éct wdoy ri yveia tudr, the addition of these words would. seem 
unnecessary and antecedently improbable, as connected with ebyepior@; while, as 
modifying mosoiw,, they are very suitable and natural. The participial clause, if 
including these words, is more easily accounted for than if they are separated from 
it. Ifthe writer says, that he thanks God in all his remembrance of them always 
in every prayer on their behalf, there is little emphasis to be gained by adding, 
parenthetically, that he offers these prayers with joy. But, on the other hand, if 
his words are, “I thank my God in all my remembrance of you, in every oe 
of mine on behalf of you all making the prayer with joy,” the added clause serves 
a purpose corresponding in some measure, though not precisely, with that sf Rom. 
1.9, 10-as related to ey. in Rom. i. 8. It shows how natural it was—as he was 
always joyfully offering prayers for them—to give thanks, when he called them to 
mind, for their fellowship in respect to the gospel. 

(ec) The determination of the meaning of xowwvia budy (ver. 5) seems to depend 
on two points: 1. The absence of any defining words giving these words a special 
application, as e.g. to gifts of money, and also (as Meyer suggests) of any stich | 
words as yer’ éuo?, which would indicate fellowship on their part with himself, 
and this alone; and 2. The fact that in iv. 14, 15, the Apostle, by the use of the 
corresponding verb, refers distinctly to their contributions for his bencfit, and 
speaks of those contributions, as he does here of the xowovia, as having been made ; 
also at the beginning of their Christian life (év apy) tod ebayyediov, iv. 15; and rig 














nore | THE EPISTLE OF: PAUL TO. THE PHILIPPIANS, 


porne qué pag, 4,5 5): fel view of ae facts, we must hold, wwithi Maar that ihe 
‘ords mean the fellowship of the Philippians with one another, but that, in using 
he expression, the writer had in mind the thought that, as this fellowship worked 


mit to the end of furthering the gospel, it directed itself towards the supply of his” 


vants asa means to the end. kewevia is not, therefore, to be mmderstood here in 
che sense of conéribution, and it does not, in and of itself, suggest codperation with 
Paul, but only with one another. But, in the outgoing of their mutual eodpera- 
tion, their affection fur him led them to help the cause which they. had at heart 
by hainiie him, 

“(d) werortiiog abri rotro (ver. 6). The pardeiple here. appears to be circum 
stantial (as Mey.), rather than causal (xs EL, Lightf, and others). It is not pre- 
elsely parallel with sovotyevor (Alf, de W.), but it denotes the feeling which 
accompanies his thanksgiving. Confidence in the future naturally unites itself 


with his knowledge of the past and the present, and thus is ever in his mind when __ 


he expresses his gratitude to God. The view of Meyer with regard to ¢ira robro— 
that it,means for this very reason—is to be rejected, both because of the order of the 
words in the clause (so Lightf.), and because the argument which Meyer urges has 
no suflicient, basis, —namely, that “nothing has been yet said of the contents of the 
confidence, which are to follow.” This is trne, if we ure to understand the state- 
ment in the strictest and most precise sense. But the subject respecting which the 
Apostle is confident tor the future is so far indicated in the preceding verse as to 
justify the use of ara rove as it is used in Eph. vi. 22, Col. iv. 8. The “good 
work” is the xorvavia, 
— {e} With the thought in éwereAdoe: «7.2. (ver. 6) as related to the preceding, 
we may compare 1 Cor. i, 8 and 6. Passages of this character express confidence 
‘as to the perseverance of the particular persons referred to; whether they can be 
regarded as, in. themselves, establishing the doctrine of the perseverance of all 
‘Christians is doubtful. This doctrine must find its main support elsewhere.— 
(f) The words @ypc juépag Inco Xpeorod correspond very nearly with ie réAovg 
ds be TH nea tT. ke Ut T. Xp. of 1 Cor, i. 8, and in connection with iv. 5 (comp. 1 
Cor. xy. 51, 52, xvi, 22) they favor the view that in his later epistles, as in his 


earlier ones, Paul held that the Lord’s second coming was near at hand. Lis ex-. 
_pectation of this event. as probably to occur in the early future, if this view is - 


adopted, did not change as he advanced in life, although he naturally became more 
- doubtful as to whether he should himself live to witness it—(y) Meyer's view of the 
connection of é re deopoig .. , ebayyediov (ver, 7) is favored by De W., Alf, Noyes 
tr, and others, but is opposed by Treg, W. and Hort. ELL, Lightf., Eadie, Bisping, 
Lumby, Davidson tr., and others, who j join the words, as do A.V. and R, V.; with the 
- following. — The consideration which Meyer urges has force, The order of the sen- 
tence, also, and the fact that the position of these words, in case of the other ex- 
. planation, gives them an emphasis which. appears almost too great, supports his 
-. view. But the development of thought as related to xomwvig (ver. 4), and the 
; repetition of twac, which is more easily accounted for if the new clause begins with 


ey re dou. may be regarded ‘as overbalancing these: considerations and rendering. 


- the connection of the wotds with what follows, on ‘the whole, more probable. 


(h) The close connection of decu. with dro?. and fe. makes it almost certain 


that the Apostle has in mind. only that dsoi. and Be8. which belonged to his 


. present Period of imprisonment. For this. reason it is probable that in ti¢ xaperog — 
Wes wosttactation af tha Divine grace which fitted them, as it fitted . 


pee esosinnmeniteit, 
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hin@#for the furtherance of the gospel even in times of trial and suffering, and 
which also made them ready to help him in his defence and confirmation of the 
gospel while a prisoner at Rome: The defence and confirmation are the negative 
and positive side of the same thing. The defence, therefore, does not mean 2 
defence at the time of his judicial trial, but that which was a part of the work of 
preaching which, according to Acts xxviii. 30, 31, he was permitted to carry for- 
ward without hindr: ance.—(i.) yap (ver. 8) is, as Meyer intimates, to he connected 
with dd rd Exe we iv rh xapdig tuag—this verse being the confirmation of those 
words and not of what precedes them.—(j.) The view of Meyer with respect to 
év oxAdy yvaug Xp, "Tyo. is adopted by EL, Lightf., Ead., Alf, de W., Bisp., Jatho, 
Gwynn, and others, and is doubtless correct. 

(4) kai of ver. 9 is rightly explained by Meyer as simply adding the new part 
of the discourse. But whether (as he supposes, with Ell, Al, Lightf, de W., 
and others) the thought is carried back to ver. 4,as if taking up and explaining a 
prayer alluded to there, is doubtful. It is more probable that he merely intends 
to add to what he has said of his thankfulness and confidence a statement of what 
he prays for with reference to their future growth and progress. The emphasis 
on Tovre does not seem to require a reference to ver. 4of the sort indi mated, but is 
sufficiently accounted for by the fact that the ayday and the xocveria are so closely 
related. That these two words are thus related is proved by the fact, that, other- 
wise, the unity of the introductory passage is broken—(/) The meaning of 
ayary is, accordingly, love as connected with comavia, that love which brought the 
Philippians into fellowship for the furtherance of the gospel. The reference does 
not scem to be (as Meyer holds) simply to their love to one another, but to 
Christian love which, existing as a power in each individual soul, led them to work 

together as the opportunity and call for such working came to them.—(m) “The 

intensive preposition (é7¢) before yreoe,” says Lightfoot, “answers to the adjective 
before ciatljce.” He appears, thus, to give méoy an tatensive force, and with this 
view Eadie and some others agree. De W., Ell, Weiss, Alf, Lumby, Harless on 
Eph.,and many other conm. regard this adjective as extensive, as Meyer also does: 
every (“every form of,” El.). To say the least, it may be affirmed that the writer 
has in mind the application of the knowing and perceptive love to the demands 
made upon it in the work of carrying forward the gospel, and there can be ne 
doubt that the extensive sense brings the phrase into closest accord with this 
thought. Paui’s desire and prayer was that their love might abound in full, 
accurate knowledge, and in moral perception in all lines. 

(n) cig 7d Soxepacery «7.2. (ver. 10). In respect to this phrase it may be said, 
(1) that the original meaning of both the verb and the participle favors the 
interpretation of de Wette and others (who understand it cf a testing of things 
which are morally different), as against that of Meyer; (2) that the function of 
the pereeptive faculty in the moral sphere is, primarily, that to which this inter- 
pretation points; (3) that the two passages which are in nearest parallelism to 
this may be best explained in this way: namely, Rom. ii. 18, where the claim of 
the Jew which is referred to is, that, inasmuch as he is taught hy the law, he is 
able to. know the will of God (i.e. to distinguish what is right from what is 
wrong), and thus to guide others, and Heb. v. 14, where the writer speaks of 
mature Christians as having their perceptive faculties exercised by reason of use 
‘to discriminate between what is good and what is bad. It is claimed, indeed, by 
many, and by Meyer himself, that in Rom. ii. 18, we must translate “approvest 

a 
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the things tlidt-n are excellent, * on eau of a “certain climactic character belgng- 
ing to that passage. But the fact that the phrase is there preceded by the words 
knowest kis will, and followed by words which simply point to instruction, and to 
the possession of the form or exact outline of truth. in the law as qualifying for 
such instruction, and not at all to any approval or preference—the whole context, 
so far as the Jew’s claim for himself is concerned, referring to the sphere of the 
understanding and the capacity to teach others—seems to be decisive against this 
translation, If these words, therefore, are not to be explained in the present 
“-yerse as meaning “ to distinguish the things that differ,” it must be for some such 
reason as that, suggested by Meyer in his note, His suggestion is not without 
force, as Alford claims, who calls it “ mere trifling ;” but it is doubtful whether it 
can be properly regarded as having weight enough to over-balance the considera- 
tions on the other side. 

(0) Grimm and Robinson in their Lexicons, as well as Lightf., HEIL, Alf, 
Gwynn, and others among recent commentators, give the passive or intransitive 
sénse to drpdoxomo, Eadie agrees with Meyer. Lumby includes both senses. 

~The objection of Lightf, Ell, and Alf, to Meyer's view, that-a reference to their 
relation to others is out of place, because, as Lightf. expresses’ it, the question is 
solely of their fitness to appear before the tribunal of Christ, is not conclusive for 
the reason that their attitude toward other men is a part of that which is passed 
upon at that tribunal. The prominence of the thought of xo:wvia eg 7d ebay. in 
- the paragraph, on the other hand, favors, though it does not fully prove, the 
_ transitive sense—(p) That dusacosivye (ver. 11) is here used in its ordinary, not 
‘in its peculiar Pauline sense, is admitted by almost all recent commentators. The 
-eorrectness of this view is made apparent by the clauses which precede. This 
moral rectitude or conformity to what is right, however, is defined as that which 
is by means of Jesus Christ, and thus is that which begins in the soul at its 
entrance into the new life through faith. Faith works by love, and the result is 
right living. The fruit of righteousness grows more abundantly as the love 
abounds more and more in knowledge and all. perception, until the man: appears 
at the tribunal full of this fruit. dex. may be a genitive of origin, as Meyer, or of 
apposition, as Huther on Jas, iil. 18, and Ltinemann on Heb. xii. 11 (in Meyer's 
-Comun.), take it. 


TH. Vv. 12-14. 


(a) The letter being one of friendship and affection, rather than one written 
forthe purpose of discussing doctrinal questions or matters of practical life, the 
writer naturally turns from his introductory passage, which has reference to the 
readers, to a statement.of his own condition and success. In giving this state- 
ment he very naturally, also, makes prominent the matter which had been 
“emphasized i in the preceding paragraph—namely, the furtherance of the gospel. 
The connecting point between the tio ‘passages is found in the words xanevia sic 
To ebay. of | vy. 8-11 and ¢ mpoxony tot. ebay, of ver. 12 f. (comp. also: év. role 
“ Geopoig: LOU... 4. GVYKOLMMULOUG [lou K.T.A.. ver, ae Tote deauote pov. gavenote 7A, 
» wer, 13)—(0) Meyer regards dare... -yeviobat (ver. 13) as indicating the salutary 
veflect, and not the greatness, of the mpoKory, _ May it not be better to include both . 
ideas?) The following words seem to suggest the thought of the. wide-reaching 
sffert——“in the whole pretorium and to all the rest;” “the majority of fhe 
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braghren ;” “more abundantly bold.”—{e} Meyer refers to Bp. Lightfoot as 
holding that rpa:tépiov means here the castrinn pretorianorum, but the view of 
Lightt. is that the word denotes “the pretorian regiments, the imperial guards” 
—a body of men, not a place. Grimm, as also, among recent English commen- 
tators, Eadie, Ellicott, and, apparently, Lumby, agree with Meyer. Alford wavers 
in opinion somewhat, but finally favors Meyer's explanation. Lewin, in his 
“Life and Epistles of St. Paul,” regards the explanation of the Auth. Ver. as 
most probably the correct one, but prefers that of Lightfoot to that of Mever, 
R. VY. apparently adopts L.’s view, translating in the text “ throughout the whole 
pretorian guard,” with a marginal note, “Gr, in the whole Preetorium,” Among 
the recent translations of the N. T., that of Davidson has: “among all the 
pretorian guard”; those of the Bible Union, Green, and Darby: “in all the 
(or, the whole) Pretorium;” that of Dr, G.B. Noyes: “in the whole camp of the 
imperial guards.’ Meyer claims that the prepositions in the passiges. cited for 
the reference to the pratorian regiments themselves are always local, and seems 
thus to deny the prepriety of any such reference. The.passages quoted by Light 
foot and in Freund’s Lexicon (Harper’s Ed.) may, however, be regarded as proving 
that the word was used of the regiments, and Lightfoot even goes so fur as to 
deny that any decisive instance is produced in which the great camp of the pra- 
torian soldiers is designated by “pretorium.” L.and 8. (7th Ed.) say, “At Rome, - 
Preetorium generally meant the Castra Preetoriana.” Amid this marked variety 
of views, and in a case where certainty seems scarcely attainable, it is difficult to 
pronounce a decision with much confidence. But as the Apostle, having now 
been in Rome not improbably nearly two years, may he supposed in his employ- 
ment of the word to follow the Roman, not the provincial, usage; as this usage 
appears to have allowed, if not indeed to have required, the application of the 
term to the guards; and as, by general consent, roe Aorole wha is tuken as desig-— 
nating persons, not places, the view advocated by Bp. Lightfoot may be considered 
as the one best sustained.—(il) év nupiw (ver. 14) is connected with tay adezoan by 
R. V.as well as A.V. Alf. and Lumby agree with the writers mentioned in 
“Meyer's note, who fayor this construction, Eadie, Ell, Lightf., Gwynn, Jatho, v. 
_Hofm. W. and Wilk. make the words qualify weroulérac, as Mever does. The 
order of the words, the fact that in all other cases zéroua precedes the adverbial 
phrase which modifies it, and the unnecessary emphasis which the reverse 
arrangement gives in this sentence to év xupiy, sustain the rendering of the Revised. 
Version. It is affirmed, on the other side, that év kupfw is not found elsewhere in 
the N. T. with adeA0i (comp. however, Col. i. 2, ¢v Xpior@: Lightf. maintains that 
this verse is not parallel with the present one because of the adjective miroig 
added there to @d.); that it is thus united with vem. (e.g. ii, 24); and that ad. 
alone would here mean all that ad, év «, means—iv «. being thus superfluous. 
The explanation of the emphasis on é x. as qualifying wew, which Meyer gives in 
his note—that it is placed first as the correlative of év Xprorq, of ver. 13—is 
hardly satisfactory. The same may be said of Ellicott’s similar explanation— 
that it must have been in Christ, and in Him only, that confidence could be felt. 
This may be true, but that it is true in such a sense as to demand the insertion of 
év xupin at all as qualifying rewo8., and especially with such marked emphasis, is by 
no meansevident. The suggestion of the preceding verse was abundantly sufficient 
to carry with it this thought into the werodl, and thns no such additional promi- 
nence was required. The construction with éde4¢4v appears, on. the whole, to be 
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simpler and better At weraSéric rolg pee pow (ver. 14).—The explanatiowof 
these words must be sought for in the context, Ver. 18 sets forth the fact that 
his bonds bad become manifest in Christ, i.e. as ‘connected with and caused. by, 
his relation to Christ, and ver. 16 refers to his defence of the gospel. Ver. 7, in 
like manner, connects the ideas of the defence and the bonds. The reason, 
accordingly, for the confidence which the wAs/ovec thus gained, and which strength- 
ened them to preach fearlessly, was their knowledge that his imprisonment had 
been the means, not of hindering, but of furthering the gospel. 


TV. Vv. 15-17. 


Two important questions present themselves in connection with these verses. 
“The first is, whether the writer divides the Ae‘ovec of ver. 14 into two sections 
here,-—revéc, tevég, and again, of pév, of dé,—or whether, on the other hand, the 
rivég piv (to which words oi 6é correspond) are a class quite distinct from the 
masioves, There are considerations which may be urged on both sides. The fact 
(1) that wAe/ovec, as united with the words which follow it in ver. 14, implies that 
the remainder of the brethren were not active in preaching, whereas the tawé¢ uév 
evidently were thus active; (2) that ordinarily such divisions (reveg «,7.4.), when 
they are introduced after a more general descriptive word, are naturally ieee 
- by the reader to divisions making up the general class alluded to; and (3) that 
-ravég of, while exactly fitted to describe a second section of the mAe/ores, is a singu- 
lar, if not indeed altogether unsuitable, expression as designating the whole body 
of that majority, must be admitted to have weight in favor of the former supposi- 
tion. But it must be observed, on the contrary, (1) that ver. 13 apparently 
points, in its whole statement, to persons in whose working the Apostle could feel 
unalloyed satisfaction ; (2) that, if the tevée wév were a portion of the rdeiovec, we 
seem compelled to give a different explanation to weradl, 7, Seanoig as related to 
them (comp. ver. 17) from that which we give in connection with the tuvég dé— 
whereas these words, as they stand in ver. 13, appear to have but one sense and 
application ; (3) that xai following tevé¢ uév may—not to say, certainly does—indi-' 
gate a new and indenendent class of persons as now brought forward. In the ease 
of a carefully developed argument, or rhetorical treatise, the points favoring the 
view that the rmég wév and tivi¢ dé are parts of the rAelores would be almost decis- 
ive. But, in a friendly letter telling of experiences and feelings, the writer might 
easily by a sudden and slight turn leave the thought of ver. 13 at its close, and 
make a new beginning, and thus he might readily speak of two classes of 
preachers—the one already alluded to, and a different one of an opposite charac- 
» ter. Not improbably, therefore, the correct view is that of Meyer. But.it must 
he admitted that he and the many modern commentators who agree with him fuil 
to recognize the full force of the arguments urged by their opponents. | 
. The second question has reference to the persons indicated by the tivéc neve Who 
or what were they? The answer to this question must be sought primarily in the 
passage itself, This presents to. us two facts. respecting. them: namely, that they 
preached Christ, and that they did so did ¢8dvov Kai épuv and é& épifsiac—oldpevos, x.7.A. 
As these latter words, according to all the evidence i in the case, refer to their atti- 
“tude or feeling towards the Apostle himself, it follows that ‘they were preachers 
$f Chatet wha had hitter personal opposition to Paul, The passage, however, adds 
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another point—the A postle's declaration that, notwithstanding their envy, ete., he. 
rejoices and will rejoice that Christ is procliimed by them, as well as by his own: 
: friends. It is, certainly, difficult to suppose that Judaizers such as these who ap- 
; pear in the Ep. to the Galatians, or enemies like the ones described in 2d Cor., could - 
have been here before his mind. Moreover, the language which he uses in iii, 
is so much stronger and more severe than that of these yerses—so much more after 
the manner of 2d Cor. and Gal, that we can scarcely helieve him to be speaking | 
in the two chapters of the same persons. And, still further, it seems almost im-_ 
possible that, even at this late period of his life, he could say that he rejoiced in 
the preaching of such men. That they were, however, of the Jewish-Christian, 
rather than the Pauline party, is rendered probable by their opposition to him, 
In doctrine, therefore, we must believe them to have been less anti-Pauline than 
the teachers in Galatia, who were preaching a different sort of gospel—a perversion 
of the true gospel, and on whom the Apostle pronounces an anathema (Gal. i. 6~8), 
Meyer seems to admit this in his “Remark” at the close of ver. 18. With respect 
to feeling, on the other hand, they must have had the bitterness of the Judaizing 
orthodoxy to such a degree, that jealousy and the desire to trouble the Apostle 
became the chief impulse prompting them in their work. The word spodder, as 
contrasted with a2nfea, proves that they were neither honorable nor honest ad- 
-versaries, and gives evidence both of the Apestle’s sentiments towards men of this 
character and of the expressions which he felt free to use respecting them. . 
With regard to the words and phrases of this passage, the following remarks 
mity be added: (a) #févov not improbably here ineludes the feelings both of envy 
and jealousy in view of the Apostle’s fame and success-—{d) The sivife, foie, which 
is alluded to is evidently, by reason of the corresponding clause in ver, 17, that 
which was connected with épiécia, that is, with selfish and factious partisanship. 
It belonged thus, like the @3dvoc, to the baser sort of opposition, and was directed | 
towards the Apostle personally.—(e) &é& ayarye, &F épedeiac are joined with the verbs 
by R.V,, A. V., and some comm. (as Lightf, Alf, Nadie, Gwynn, also by Hofm,, as 
stated by Meyer). De W., Weiss, ELL, Lumby appy., v. Heng, and others agree 
with Meyer. A. R. Y. inserts Meyer’s rendering in the margin. The reasons 
presented by Meyer may be regarded as justifying his view. AIf. objects that, if | 
this construction had been in Paul’s mind, “the words Tov Xporov xarayyéAAovew 
would hardly have been expressed in ver. 17,” and Lightf. regards these words, in 
this case, as too emphatic. May it not be, however, that there is a designed em- 
phasis in placing these words in this clause, rather than in the preceding, as con- 
nected with oby dyvac? The Christ-preaching of these factious adversaries is so | 
insincere, that the very contrast between their state of mind and their actlon. car | 
ries their condemnation with it—(d) ofduevoc ACP ey éyeipew Taig deGgnuig ov (ver. 
17). As these words are closely related to é& épeSefac, and, through that phrase, to 
du POdvov kai Eprv, and as the parallel clause in the preceding verse, eilireg .,. Keipar, | 
is connected with the suggestion as to aiding him in his work asa preacher, the | 
thought of “raising up affliction for his bonds” on the part of this hostile party 
must, in all probability, have a similar and immediate reference to his work and | 
influence. . They thought to take advantage of the fact of his bonds, and of what- 
ever hindrance these occasioned in the unlimited freedom of his preaching, to ad- | 
vance other doctrines or views, to promote the interests and increase the numbers 
of their own party, and to diminish his authority and influence. Thus they ex- | 
pected to make his bonds more grievous. : 
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Vv. Vy. 18-21, 


(a) With respect to the construction and explanation of the words ti. yap mAdqy 
K.7.4.. Meyer gives a different view from that of most other commentators, and 
also at his own third edition. The claim which is made by him,.and by Hof- 
mann, who in this instance—contrary to w hat we observe in most other cases— 
seers to have favorably influenced his mind, that jv renders it necessary to place 
the interrogation-mark after xaray7éA2AeTac, and not after yép, can hardly be sus- 

tained. It is evidently possible, however, to give this explanation of the words. The 
grounds for adopting the more common view are the frequent occurrence in Paul’s 
writings of ri oby and ti ydp as independent questions; the fact that we find no paral- 
lel expression to ri wiv Ur: in his Epistles as equivalent to ti 4420 or; the use of 


“wie elsewhere (iil. 16, iv. 14, 1 Cor, xi. 11, Eph. vy. 33) in the sense of only or never- 
theless (comp., however, Paul’s words in Acts xx. 23); and the simple and more 
natural construction of kal gv rt. yaipw, if united with xAjv...Karayy. in one 


clause, than if taken as.an answer to a question Ti... «arayy. In view of these 
considerations, it is probably safer to place the interrogation-mark after yap. With 


_ this construction, the true explanation of 4qjv ore (which is probably the correct 


reading), is that which makes it an answer to the question 7/ yap, and gives the 
meaning “ What then, i.e. such being the state of the facts, what follows, so far as 


my thought and feeling are concerned? Nothing except that,” &e—(b) év roire 


xaipo (ver. 18). The thing in which the Apostle rejoices, as inferred from the 


context, is not simply the fact that Christ is preached, but that, in that preaching - 


~ which goes forward during his imprisonment, and is even furthered by it, Christ 


is proclaimed hoth by the one party and the other, who have been mentioned. His 


| bonds, thus, do not hinder, but help the work of the gospel —(c) In connection with 


this meaning of tobre, the following rovro (ver. 19) is to be explained. It refers 


to the same thing. This view of otro is sustained by the fact that the reader's 
mind is naturally, and almost necessarily, carried back to the same pronoun in the 


next preceding sentence, and also by the fact that, in this way, the thought of the 
paragraph moves forward, without a break or parenthesis, from ver. 12 to ver. 21.— 
(@) Tisch. and Lachm., as Meyer says, place a period after yaipo, and a comma 
alter xaphcouas, and thus connect oida yap with the 24a Kai yapycoua clause only. 
W. and H. have the same punctuation, except. that they put a-colon after yaipw. 
KR. VY, on the other hand, joins the two clauses, “and therein I rejoice, yea and will 
rejoice, Meyer's view is probably correct, because the statement of ver. 19 gives 
a reason which applies as fully to his present joy as to that :which should be in 
the future, and also because the emphatic addition of “yeu and,” ete, to “TI re- 
joice” is thoroughly in accordance with Panl’s style. In his third edition Meyer 


adopts. Tisch.’s punctuation—(e) In his explanation of surrnpian, Meyer differs: 


from many of the best recent commentators, and. his arguments seem insufficient. 
Paul does not elsewhere use the word in the sense which Meyer gives to it here. 
He uses it only of the Messianic salvation, either as experienced by the soul i in its 


~ beginnings on earth or in. its completeness in heaven. The words are not im- 


probably a designed or-accidental quotation from Job xiii.16, LXX., where the 
meaning is open to questioning. But there is apparently no such reference to that 
passage, as to make the interpretation given to it determinative of the interpre- 
tation to he adopted here—(f) did:-tH¢. .. br xopyiag «.7.A—The union of déyae 


and émy. under one article points towards the gaming oft tpep with both ernie 


{ 
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but inasmuch as, in case Tod zy. 'T. Xp. is a subjective gen. as not improbably it is, 


there are two personal agents mentioned codperating to the same end, this union | 


cannot be considered as decisive of the question. If however, we do not connect 


tyav directly with éxy., we may accept the position of Lightfoot (comp. also - 


Eadie), who says, “The two clauses are fitly connected by the same article; for the 
supply of the Spirit is the answer to their prayer.” The view of Lightf, on the 


other hand, that. the gen, rot rveiyarog may include both the subjective and ob- 
‘jective relations—the Spirit being both the giver and the gift—can. hardly he - 


accepted. The Spirit may, no doubt, be conceived of in Loth ways, but the N.’T. 
writers, like other writers, seem to have only one of the two conceptions in any 
one passage, according to the suggestions or demands of the subject before their 
minds at the particular time—(g) The supply of the Spirit is probably to be 
specially connected in thought with the sappyota spoken of in ver, 20. The 
Aposile’s mind seems to be, throughout the entire pussaye,on “the furtherance 
of the gospel” through his own actions or his experiences of whatever kind; and 
he is confident that by means of the prayers of the Philippians and the supply of 
courage, boldness, freedom, ete. which the Spirit should bestow in answer to those 


prayers, Christ will he magnitied in his body, whether by life or by death. That 


this is his thought, is indicated by the form of his sentence. His confidence, which 
gives him joy in the present circumstances, is that the result will be according to 
his hope; and his hope is, that in all boldness, ete. As the contidence, therefore, 
is founded on the supply to be given by the Spirit, this supply has especial refer- 


ence to the boldness—(h) sagpyaia (yer. 20) seems to pass Levond the strict sense 


of freedom of speech to the more general meaning of boldness (courage), but the 
thought still moves in the sphere of the Apostle’s relation to the gospel as a 


preacher.—(i) viv refers to the time which was just upon him, the time when his- 


fate was to be decided, and, as the question was that of life or death, the words 
éy 7 cGuart are naturally usel—(j) uot yap... xépdag (ver, 21).—The connection 
of these words with ded Cue x.r.2. cannot be doubted, but yép introduces them, not 
in the way of directly proving the statement, * Christ will be magnified,” ete., but 
rather, on the other hand, as giving the ground of the Apostle’s hope and confi- 
dence that He will be thus magnified. The emphasis on éo/ is thus accounted 
for: “I have confidence that Christ will be glorified—that I shall honor Him-—in 
my body whether by life or-by death, for to me—to my apprehension and plan of 
living—to live is Christ, and to die is gain. The relation of the idea of «épdog to 
the magnifying of Christ by the Apostle’s death is explained in the simplest and 
best way by Meyer, W. and H. begin a new half-paragraph with ver. 21, but this 
verse seems to be in closest relation to the preceding verses, and the turn of thought 
is not at the opening of this verse, but of the next. 


VL Vv. 22-24, 


As stated in the preceding note, the new semi-paragraph begins most appro- 
priately with ver. 22. The writer has steadily followed his one main thought 
from ver, 12 to ver. 21. He now turns to what is. subordinate and secondary as 
related to what goes before—namely, to his own feeling and confidence respecting 
the issue of his trial (vy. 22-26;) and he then passes to another and similar semi- 
paragraph in which-he gives an exhortation to his readers as to their Christian 
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living, both in.the period of his absence and, it his hopes shall prove to be realized, 
after he is restored to them. 
The turn to the thought of the first af these half-poragr aphs is very easy and 
natural, and in the manner of the transition we may see an indication of the true 
construction of ver. 22. In the development of the preceding thought, as has 
been already explained, the Apostle has been led to give the ground of his confi- 
dence that Christ will be magnified, etc., in the words of ver, 21. He now takes 
up these words in their bearing, not upon the honoring of Christ, but upon him- 
self and his own happiness. The words 7 Si év capxi, therefore, correspond with 


7o-Civ of ver. 21, and the words xapric ipyou with Xpiorée ; and the whole of that. 


verse is taken up under the particle <i—its entire statement being assumed as a 
fact—and the question as to his own preference is raised. The emphatic ToUTO, 
repeating and summing up in itself the words 7d. Gj év capxi, is thus. easily 
aceounted for. As.“to live is Christ,” it is the continuance of life in the flesh— 
this and this only—which will bring the fruit of work. Everything in the 
context and connection points to this arrangement of the sentence, which makes 
ch... épyou the protusis and aa ri «7.2. the apodosis. 
As to the individual words of this verse, (@) dé may be regarded as equivalent 
to Aawever or the logical now; (8) xapréc is prevailingly used of that which 
appertains to Christian life and effort, but whether the idea of emolumentum is 
necessarily contained in it’ (Meyer) is doubtful; épyov evidently here refers to 
Paul's apostolic labors in Christ’s cause ; «ai is to be explained as Meyer explains 
‘itin his note. Ellicott says, with a adel statement, “if life certainly serve to 


apostolic usefulness, there will also be a difficulty as to choice.” (¢) Trupite (ver. 


25). RB. Vo and W.& H. place 7é aipjcovae with an interrogation mark in the 


margin, thus suggesting a construction by which ot yewpifo becomes an answer to — 


the qnestion, what shall [ choose. This construction, though possible, is much 
less simple than the ordinary one, which they have in the text. As to the 
meaning of }vwpit{w in this place, the fact that Paul uses this word elsewhere 
in seventeen places and in seven of his Epistles—and always in the sense 
to make known—ind the fact that this is the only meaning of the verb: as 
found in the N.T. [there are, however, but six passages where it: occurs outside 
of Paul’s writings], favor Meyer’s view somewhat strongly. But, on the other 


hand, the more common meaning of the verb as employed by Greek authors 


is to Know; this meaning is found in the LXX.: ; and it is much the more 
natural sense, if ever allowable, in this passage. As Hofmann remarks, why 
should the apostle be limited to the use of the word with a single meaning, when 
it had in itself two meanings? BR. V. places L do not make known’ in the margin 
as an alternate rendering. A.R. V. rejects this marginal note. Noyes translates, 
I cannot say, Darby, I cannot tell, Deans Jeremie and Gwynn, in Bib. Comm., I 
declare not, or make not known ; the other recent English translators and. commen- 
tators, generally, regard the verb here as meaning I do not know. | 
The intimation of ver. 23, as of 2 Cor. v. 8, is that, in case of his dying at this 
time, he would immediately be with Christ, and thus that he would puss.at death, 
not into a condition of sleep or, unconsciousness, but into one of conscious union 
with his Lord. Lightf. calls attention to the other conception of death as found 
ind Cor. xv. 51, 52, and 1 Thess. iv. 14, 16, and. says that “the one mode of repre- 
sentation must be qualified by the other?’ May not the true explanation of the 
- matter be this :—that, as related to the body, » the figure of Sleep was before the 


a=. Seay. 
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Apostle’s mind, and, inasmuch as the full consummation of blessedness was not, in’ 
his view, to be reached until the resurrection, he sometimes views the whole inter- | 
mediate period as connected with the condition of the body. At other times—- 
thinking only of the living spirit—he gives his actual and truer idea, that the life | 
moves on unbroken into the future, changing its place, indeed, and still waiting | 
its completeness, but never ceasing in its activity and its powers. (Comp. Rom, | 


viii. 10, 11, 23). 


As we compare this verse with the one cited from 2 Cor. we discover, appar- 
ently, a certain change in the Apostle’s feelings, which is readily accounted for by | 


the advance of years. In 2 Cor. v. 1 if, he seems to contemplate death only as a 
possibility, and, in the expression of his desire to be with the Lord, he yet 
earnestly longs to live to the end and be “changed” (1 Cor. xv. 51), so that he 
may not pass through the experience which must come to those who die. The 
burdens and trials of the time which intervened between the two epistles, the 
_ progress of life towards old age, and the uncertainty of the result of his iniprison- 
ment, of which he must have often thought during his two years at Rome, may 
well have made him. welcome more fully the idea of dying, and have carried his 
mind more and more towards the future things as very far better. These things 
may well have made continued life seem desirable to him, not for himself, but 
only in view of the possibility of usefulness to others. 


VIL. Vv. 25, 26. 


(a) Lightfoot apparently regards wexorPdg us having an adverbial force, and 
translates “ of this I am confidently persuaded” AM, EVL, Ead., and most. of the 
recent comm., agree with Meyer.—(b) The examples given by van Hengel (Hiad 
vi. 447f.; Isoe. Busir, Laud. c. 19; 2 Kings vill. 12; Acts xx. 29;) seem to show 
that ofda need not be taken as affirming absolute knowledge, as Meyer asserts Lut 
may express strong conviction, That this is the force of the word here is held 
by De W., Weiss, Lightf., and others—(c) That by the word wer@ Paul refers to @ 
remaining alive until the Parousia, and by the introduction of moe inte the sen- 
tence he shows that he thought it was near, is claimed by Meyer as beyond doubt, 
Vv. Gand 10 may point to this as possible or probable, but hardly ascertain. It does 
not appear necessary to extend the continuance of werd to the time indicated Im 
‘those verses, as it is so fur separated from them and occurs in an entirely different 
‘paragraph.—(d) mpoxo7#py (ver, 26) has a certain connection of thonyht, no doubt, 
with the same word in ver. 12. The Apostle’s continued life would be for the 
furtherance of the faith of the Philippians, as his recent experiences, and indeed 
all his working, had been for the furtherance of the gospel.—(e) With reference 
to the relation of the tva and «¢ clauses, the similar construction in ver. 10 may 
be compared. iva introduces the final end. of his remaining, ete,, el¢ tiv mpox, 
«tA. The cabyyua is, as Meyer says, the materies gloriandi. This is, according to 
Meyer, “ the bliss as Christians which they enjoy” (comp. yepa «icrewe) ; uccord~ 
ing to EL, “their condition as Christians ;” according to Alford, their “ profession 
of the gospel.” Perhaps we may better say, as suggested by the, immediate con- 
nection of the thought with the preceding verse, it is the wire whose advance- 
“ment was to be secured. The glorying indicated in Paul’s use of cevyaodat and 
its kindred nouns is, as Weiss and others remark, not a self-glorification In a com- 
parison of one’s self with other men, but rather an exultation in the blessings and 
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privileges bestowed by Divine grace. Grimm regards kebynud, in this place, as . 
equivalent to xabyyorc. : : : 
“VIL Vv. ae 


“These verses have a connection both with what precedes and what follows. As 
related to the preceding context, they constitute a new half-paragraph, in which 


‘the Apostle, still keeping his mind on the prominent thought from ver, 12 


onward, urges upon the Philippians, whether he shall himself be able to come 
to them or not, to conduct themselves in a manner becoming their heavenly 
citizenship, and worthily of the gospel, by striving together for the faith without 
fear of enemies, even If called to conflict and suffering. He gives them, thus, an 


-exhortation to move onward, us he himself lrad done and was doing, with boldness 


and with confidence that even the opposition of their enemies would result 
in thelr own salvation. As related to the following chapter, vy. 1-18, on the 
other hand, it is a general exhortation, dSiac .. . xodurebecte, which is subse- 
quently carried out into some of its details. 2 

(a) Mévov, in the connection in which it stands, seems to imply that notwith- 
standing his contidence that, through his continued lite, he might be of service to 
them, there was one exhortation which he would press upon them; but that, in 
view of his confidence, there was only one. (b) The force of wodireteate is prob- 
ably given by Meyer correctly, though it is possible that the word, as here used, 
may have passed beyond the meaning belonging to it by derivation into the more 
general sense, conduct yourselves.—(e) Sovatdoivrec, means siriving together with one 


 another—uniting In a common earnest effort. Meyer refers it, with less proba- 
‘bility, to. a striving together with Paul.—{d) rip wiorec is, as Meyer says, the dative 


commodi. Tk. Ve reads for the faith in the text, with a marginal note “Gr. with.” 
This marginal note, which assumes that the dative is to be taken in the original 
as Ineaning with, is hardly to be justified. The most that ean be said is that the 
Greek may meun with, but it must be admitted, also, that it may not. The prob- 
able construction, indeed, is that given by Meyer. Lightf. makes miores depend 
on ouvad4,, and regards the Apostle as personifying fuith.—(e) dudv 52 swrypiac (yer. 
28)—If this text is adopted, as it should be according to the weight of authority, 
the meaning may be that the intrepidity of the Philippians is a sign to the 
enemies of two things:—their own destruction and the salvation of the Philip- 
pians; or the thought of the writer may be (as if he had inserted a iyiv before 
tpar), to them of destruction, but to you of your salvation, ‘The. first sense answers 


most exactly to the words, and is adopted by Meyer and some others—(/) réoyeev 
and the 30th verse (riv airév dyOva—viv—éy éyoi) make it very clearly manifest 
‘that the writer has especially in mind the furtherance, of the gospel by the 


Philippians in, and notw ithstanding » experiences similar to his own, i. e. Berean 
tion, etc. 





CHAP, I. 59 
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| Ver. 1, Instead of ef. rz napa, D* TL, min. have: ef ree mapa, Approved by 
i Griesb., adopted by Matth. It is nothing but a mechanical repetition of the pre- 
| ceding el rg. The same judgment must be passed on the reading: ei rg axadyyra, 
although this ric (instead of which the Retepta twa igs to be restored) has the 
greatly preponderant attestation of ABCDEFGE LPS, min, Bas, Chrys, (?) 
Damase. Oee. Theoph,, and is alopted by Griesh, Matth. Scholz. Lachm. and 
Tisch. Teva (as early as Clem. Al. Strom. iv. p. 604, Poti.; also Thealoret) is, 
notwithstanding its small amount of cursive attestation, we do net say alisolutely 
necessary,’ but requisite for such an understanding of the entire verse as natu ‘ally 
offers itself to the reader; see the exegetical remarks,—Ver, 3. 7] Lachm. and 
Tisch. read, and Griesb, also recominended: 78 wari, {i owing A BC ®, min, 
vss. and Fathers, An attempt at interpretation, as are also the readings 7 kerd, 
kal kara, pndéy nard.—Ver, 4, Elz. Scholz, have éxasrog in both places, which is 
defended also by Reiche. But éxacroz, which is confirmed by preponderating testi- 
mony even before cxorotvres (in opposition to Hofmann), was supplanted by the 4 





a -caimencenansemaaeniteane See 


Et 


singular, as only the latter occurs elsewhere in the N. T.—Iilz. has oxozeire in- 
stead of oxorobvrec, aguinst decisive testimony.—Ver. 5, robo yap] A BCE SS, 
min. vss. Fathers, Lachm. and Tisch. 8 have roto only. But what led to the 


omission of ydp was, that, gpovsize being subsequently read, the preceding éxaoror i : 
rus looked upon as the beginning of the new sentence (A C&). Moreover, the wy 


commencement of a lesson at todo favored the omission,—gpoveiofo}] The reading 
#poveire appears to have decisive attestation from the uncials, of which only 
Ore KL P favor the Recepta gpoveiobw, But it is incredible, if the well-known. 
and very common imperative form ¢poveire was the original reading, that it 
should have been exchanged for the otherwise unusual. passive form gpoveiatea, 
merely for the reason that it was sought to gain a passive form to be supplied 
with the following words 6 xed évy X.’I, (where the supplying of q would have 
been snflicient). And as the very ancient testimony of most Greek authorities 
since Origen, also of the Goth. Copt. Arm. and nearly all min., is in favor of 
dpoveiato, we must retain it as the original, which has been made to give way to 
the more current @poveire, The latter, however, is adopted by Tisch. 8, iollowing 
Lachmann.— Ver, 9 Elz. Scholz, Tisch. 7 have évoua alone instead of 7b ovoua, 
in opposition to A BC, 17, and several Fathers. The article has been sup- 
pressed by the preceding syllable.—Instead of éSouodvyhoyrae the future 
éouoroyicerat is decisively attested—Ver. 18. The article before @edg (Elz, 
Scholz) is condemned by preponderating testimony. — Ver. 15. yévycte] 








tReiche, Comment. erit. p. 213, would read quid valet”).—The old Latin versions, with c 
vt instead of reva; but the former is found. their si qua or si quid, leave us uncertain as 
only in min., and is searcely susceptible of a to their reading. But the. Vulg.. Lachm, 
forced explanation (“si gua est vobis,” or “si has: sf quis, 
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A D* E* FG, Vulg. Tt. Cypr. have ijre, 8a ae oe But he testimony is 
not decisive, and there is the more reason for defending the Recepia, because 
. yéngotls might be more readily glossed by ie than the converse, both in itself, 
and also here on account of the following év alg gaiveste K7.A.—dpauyra] Lachm. 
‘Tisch. 8 have dueua, following A BC min. Clem. Cyr. But the latter is the 
prevailin, a form in the N.T., and readily crept in (comp. car, 2 Pet, iii, 14).— 
&v géoy] ABCD*FG®, min, Clem. have zécov, Approved by Griesb., and 
“adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly; the Recepta is explanatory. —Ver. 19. 


aupio | Lachmann reads Xpror@, upon too weak authority —Ver, 21. Elz.: Ta TOU: 


Xporod Iyood, But ra "Iyood X. (Tisch.: té Xpravod Ijood) has the preponderance 

of evidence in its favor—Ver. 26. After tudc, A CD E 8%, min. vss. and some 

“Jater Fathers have Weiv, which Lachm. places in brackets. To be adopted; be- 
_ cause, after i 8, its omission would be very probable, and there is no reason why 

“it should have got in asa gloss here and not at i. 8,~Ver. 27. Elz.: él Abra, 
against decisive testimony in favor of éxi Atzyr.—Ver. 30. 1b spyov tod Xpiorod] 
Tisch. 7 reads 7d épyor merely; following, indeed, only C, but correctly, for the 
bare 7d épyor appeared to need some defining addition, which was given to it by 
rod Xpeorot or Xpiarot (Tisch. 8), or even by xvpiov (A 8)—zapafovs.] The form 
wapa3oa, has preponderant attestation, and is to be preferred. See the exegetical 
remarks. 


Ver. 1. [On vv. 1-5, see Note IX. pages 106,107]. Ov] infers from i, 
$0 what is, under these circumstances, the most urgent duty of the readers. 
[EX a] If they are engaged in the same conflict as Paul, it is all the more 

imperatively required of them by the relation of cordial affection, which 
must bind them to the apostle in this fellowship, that they should fulfill 
his joy, etc. Consequently, although, connecting what he is about to say 
with what goes immediately before (in opposition to Hofmann), he cer- 
tainly, after the digression contained from gr in ver, 28 onwards, leads 
them back to the exhortation to unanimity already given in ver. 27, to 
which is then subjoined in ver.3 f. the summons to mutual humility— 
el rig x.7.2.| four stimulative elements, the existence of which, assumed by 
ei (comp. on Col. iii, 1), could not but forcibly bring home to the readers 
the fulfillment of the apostle’s joy, ver. 2.1. [IX b.] With each éer/ simply 
is to be supplied (comp. iv. 8): Jf there be any encouragement in Christ, if 
any comfort of love, etc. Tt must be noticed that these elements fall. into 
two parallel sections, in each of which the first element refers to the objective 
principle of the Christian life (é» Xpuoré and rveiparoc), and the second to 
the subjective principle, to. the specific disposition of the Christian (aydrne 
and ortayyve nai otcreppoi).. Thus the inducements to action, involved in 
_ these four elements, are, in equal measure, at once objectively binding and 
inw: ardly affecting (ig condpic, nag pera ovpsrabeiac ro2d%¢! Chrysostom).— 
mapana, &v a X. defines the rapaxi. as specifically Christian, having its 


- WHiteig, 2 Krit; Paul. Briefe, p. 18, very andthe four times repeated if is to cover 
érroncously opines that there is here a.made the defect—in connection with which an 


: excitement, an emphasis in ‘which ‘not. so ~ utterly alien parallel is adduced from Tacit, 





much is. felt as is put into the words; Agric. 46, 
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essence and activity in Christ; so that it issues from living fellow: ship with 
Him, being rooted in it, and sustained and determined by it. Thus it is 
in Christ, that brother exhorteth brother. rapuaryjow Means exhortation, 7. ¢ 
persuasive and edifying address; the more special interpretation consolatio, 
admissible in itself, anticipates the correct rendering of the sepayition 
which follows (in opposition to Vulgate, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecume- 
nius, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, Heinrichs, and many others 

and recently Hoelemann and: Ewald).—ei 7 xepay. dyar.] repapithov? oi 
responds to the fourth clause (oxAdyyva x, otar.), and for this reason, as well 
as because it must be different from the preceding element,’ cannot be 
taken generally * as address, exhortation, but detinitely as comfort® ’Ayarne 
is the genitive of the subject: a consolation, which love gives, which flows 
from the brotherly love of Christians. In order to make out an allusion 
to the Trinity in the three first points, dogmatic expositors like Calovius, 
and also Wolf, have understood dyiaye of the love of God (to us),— ri 
cower. rv.] if any fellowship of the Spirit (i.e. participation in the Spirit) 
exists; comp. on 2 Cor. xili.13. This is to be explained of the Holy Spirit, 
not of the antmorum conjanctio,’ which is inconsistent with the relation 
of this third clause to the first (¢» Npzo7o), and also with the sequel, in 
which (ver. 2) Paul encourages them to fellowship of imtnd, and camnot 
therefore place it in ver. 1 asa motive—ei roa anh. x. olxr.] if there be any 
heart and: compassion. The former used, as in i. 8, as the seat of cordial 
loving affections generally; the latter, specially as iiserivordia (see on 
Rom. ix. 15), which has its seat and life in the heart It must*further be 
remarked, with regard to adl four points, that the context, by virtue of the 
exhortation based upon them wAypacaré uov tiv yapdy in ver. 2, certainly 
presupposes their existence in the Philippians, but that the ge nerul expres- 
sion (if there is) forms a more moving appeal, and is not to be limited by 
the addition of in you (Luther, Calvin, and others). Hence the idea is: 
“Tf there is exhortation in Christ, wherewith one brother animates and 
incites another to a right tone and attitude; if there is comfort of love, 
whereby one refresheth the other; if there is fellowship in the Spirit, which 
inspires right feelings, and confers the consecration of power; if there is a - 
heart and compassion, issuing in sympathy with, and compassion for, the 
afflicted,—manifest all these towards me, in that ye make full my joy (uov 
ryy yapdv).” Then, namely, I experience practically from you that 


11 Cor. xiv. 3; Rom. xii. 8; Acts iv. 36, ix. Hoelemann, van Hengel, Ewald, Weiss, J.B. 





81, xii. 15, xv. 31. Lightfoot, and Hofmann. 

2See generally Schaefer ad Bos. p. 492; 5 Plat, Legg. vi. p. 775 Ey xi. p. 880A. 
Lobeeck ad Phryn. p. 517; Jacobs ad ta Tat. 6 Thue. v. 103; Theoer. xxiii, 7; Anth, Pal. 
p. 708. vii. 195, 1; Wisd. iif, 18; Esth, vill, 15; comp. 


8 Hofmann erroneously makes the quite 
arbitrary distinction that wapaxd. refers to 
the will, and wapap. to the feelings. The will, 
feelings, and intellect are called into exercise 
by both.. Comp., especially on wapapv0., Stall- 
baum, ad Plat: Rep. p. 476 E; Phaed, p. 70 B; 
Euthyd. p. 272 B; Thue, viil. 86, 1. 

4With Calovius, Flatt, Matthies, de Wette, 


mapapubia, Plat, Awioch, p. 878 A; Lue. Nar, 
T; Ps. Inv. 12; Wisd. xix. 12; 1 Cor. xiv. 5. 

7 Michaelis, Rosenmiiler, am Ende, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, de Wette, Hoclemann, Wies- | 
inger, Hofmann, and others; Usteri. and 
Rilliet mix up the two. 

8See also on Col. iii, 12; comp. Luke i. 28; °° 
Tittmann, Synon, p. GS f : 
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Christian-brotherly exhortation,’ and share in your comfort of love, and so 
ye put to proof, in my case, the fellowship in the Spirit and the cordial 
sympathy, which makes me not distressed, but glad in my painful posi- 
tion—There is much that is mistaken in the views of those who defend 
the reading re before axa. (see van Hengel : and Reiche), which cannot be 
gotrid of by the assumption of a constructio ad synesin (in opposition to 
Buttmann, New. Gr. p.71 (E. T. $1]). Hofmann is driven by this reading, | 
which he maintains, to the strange misinterpretation of the whole verse eo 
as if it contained only protases and apodoses,to be thus divided: e ri obv : 
mapéndyor, tv Xporg’ ei te mapaubOiov, ayaryc ei tec Kowaria wvebparac, et Tec, 
orddyxzva Kk, oixtippol; this last ei re being a repetition of the previous one with 
-an emphasizing of the ei. Accordingly the verse is supposed to mean: 
“Tf exhortation, let it be exhortation in Christ; if consolation, let it be a 
consolation of love; if fellowship of the Spirit, if any, let. it be cordiality 
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-and compassion.” 


(i. 4), they 


~ of making ‘full; 
this activity was to consist. 


lin the application of the ‘general et. rts 
mapdxAnecs ép X., the subjects of this rapdeAnots 

_ must, following the rule ofthe other elements, 
‘be the Prilippians; Paul (Wiesinger, comp. 
Ewald) cannot be conceived as the rapaxaaay, 

_ From. this interpretation of the whole 
passage he shonld have been deterred by the 

- orlorn position which is assigned to the «é 
“me “befare, dwAdyxyva asthe stone of stum- 

_ bling, as well as by the -purposelessness and 
even inappropriateness of an oddly empha- 
i glaed. problematical sense of this eb ris.—If it 
“he thought that the reading ef ms eA. must 
 be'admitted, would simply suggest the fol- 
- lowing by way of necessary explanation of 
. the paswage :—Ist, Let the verse be regarded 
“gg consisting of a series. of four rotate, of 
“which the apodosis then follows in ver..2; 2d, 


va. ‘qlerippol be: taken uniformly as predi- 






Understood with the ast el reg, 


Let & Xpierd, yarns, myedmaros and sway | 





specifications; 3d, Let kowvavia be» 


A new sentence would then begin with xAypécare? 

Artifices such as this can only serve to reeommend the reading & teva, 
Ver. 2. The joy which Paul already feels in respact to the Philippians 

are to make full . him, like a measure (comp. John. ili. 29, 


xv. 11, xvii. 13; 1 John i. 4; 2 John 12; 2 Cor. x. 6). For the circum- 
stances of the case, comp. 1.9. The. pov arene: as it very often docs 
in the N. T. (e.g. iv. 14; Col. iv. 18; Philem. 20), and in Greek authors, 


the dative of interest—iva] The mode in which they are to make his joy 
- full is conceived in ¢elie form, as that which is to be striven for in the action 
andin this aim of the wAypoiv the regulative standard for 
Paul might. quite as fitly have put the 13 ard 
- gpoveiv in the imperative, and the wAnpoiy tiv yapdr in the telic form; but 
the immediate relation to himself, in which he had conceived the whole 
exhortation, induced him to place the wApodv 7. x. in the foreground. — 
ra avtd gpovpre] denotes. generally harmony, and that, indeed, more closely 


would accordingly say: “Jf any exhortation tg 
exhortation in Christ, if any comfort ts. comfort 
of love, if any fellowship is fellowship af the 
Spirit, if any (fellowship). is cordiality and 
compassion (that is, full of eordiality and com-, 
passion) fulfill ye,” ete. The apostle would 
thus give to the element of the ko:vevia, be- 
sides the objective definitidn of its nature 
(rvevnaros, referring to the Holy Spirit), also 
a subjective one (ord. k. olxTipy.,), and mark the 


latter specially by the repetition.of ei tis se, 


xowwvia, as well.as designate it the more forei- 
bly by the .nominative expression: (orddyyva, 
x. olxt, not another genitive), inasmuch .as 
the latter would set- forth the ethical nature of 
such a xocvavia.(comp, such passiges.as.Rom, 


vit. 7, viii 10, xiv. 17) in the form of a direct 


predicate, The ci, moreover, would remain — 
uniformly the syllogistic «i in all. the four 
Clanses, and not, as in Hofmann’s view,.sud- 


-denly chinge into the. Problematic: sense: in) °~ 
eae ‘the fourth colanee. i : 
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7S opstenectsreact neat 


“gap mr, 9,8. 188 


defined by the sequel here as identity of sentiment? . Hoclemann interprets: 
78 abré as ilud ipsum, that, namely, which was said in ver. 1, the sapaxdgate 
éy X. down to ol«ripyoi. This is at variance with the contest (see the fol- 
lowing r. air. dyax. and & gpov.), and contrary to the wonted use of the 
expression elsewhere (Rom. xii. 16, xv.5; 2-Cor. xiii. 11; Phil. iv. 2).—-p 
abriy ay, éy., chub. td év dpov.] Two more precise definitions of that like- - 
mindedness, so far as it is identity of (mutual) love, and agreement af feeling 
and active impulse, sympathy (cipuyor, only found. here in the N.T.; but 
see Polemo, ii. 54, and comp. on i, 27, also on iséweyor, ver, 20). This 
accumulation of definitions indicates earnestness ; Paul cannot sever himself 
from the thought, of which his heart isso fall? The following ri é dpovoivree 
is to be closely conneeted with cizy., so that cizduyo has the emphasis 


and adds the more precise definition of the previously mentioned unity of 


mind: with harmony of soul cherishing the one sentiment. There are there- 


fore only two, and not three, special explanations of the ri abra gporgre; and 


év with the article points back ta the previous 7d airé, which is now repre-- 


sented by 7d év without any essential difference in sense. Exyositors, not 


attending to this close connection of otup. with 73 é ope. (which Wiesin-_ 
ger, Weiss, Ellicott, and Schenkel have acknowledged), have either made 

the apostle say the very same thing twice over (Oecumenius: dariaadicer 

7d dzodpoveiv), or have drawn entirely arbitrary distinctions between ri aizd . 
and 7d év gpov.—e.g. Bengel, who makes the former refer to the same. 

objects of the sentiment, and the latter to the same sentiment itself; Titt- 
mann, l.¢., that the former is idem sentire, velle et quaerere, and the. latter 
in uno expetendo consentire ; Beza and others, that the former means the 
agreement of will, the latter the agreement in doctrine; while others put 
it inversely; Hofmann thinks that & with the article means the one 
thing, on which a Christian must inwardly be bent (comp. Luke x. 42). It 
means, on the contrary, the one thing which has just been designated by 
7d abrd ppovre (aS in iv. 2; Rom, xii. 16; and other passages); the context 
affords no other reference for the article-—It is usual, even in classical 
authors, for the participle of a yerb to stand by the side of the verb itself, 
in such a way that one of the two conveys a more precise specification$ 
Ver. 3 f£ [TX ¢.] Myddv xara epi. % xevodog.] se. gpavodvres (not rocoburec, 
Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Camerarius, Storr, am Ende, Rheinwald, Flatt, 
yan Hengel, and others); so that, accordingly, what was exchiuled by the 
previous requirement 76 abré gpovire . . . epovoinrec, is here described. To 
take, ag in Gal. v. 18, uadéy .. . xevodoSiay as a prohibition by étself, with- 
out dependence on ¢pavoivres (see on Gal. ic), as J. B, Lightfoot does, is 
inappropriate, because the following participial antithesis discloses the 





1See Tittmann, Synon. p. 67; Fritzsche, ad 
Rom. UL p. 87 f.4 comp. Herod, i. 60, ix. 54, 
and the passages in Wetstein. The opposite: 
debig dp, Hom. Il, xiii, 3455; GAdq thp., hannn. 
Ap. 409; Siyoppovetvy, Plut. Mor. p. 703 HE; 
dexduyris, Noun, ev. Joh. xx. 29; and similar 
forms, | 


2Comp. Chrysostom: Safal, rogdas 7d abrd 
Aéyen dw Scadémews TOAARS! He algo well 
remarks on 7. abr. dydr. Exe Touréats bpoiwg 
gedeiy nai prdctofas 

3See Stallb. ad Plot. Hinp. m. p. 202 A; 
Bornemann, ad Cyrep, vill. 4 9; Lobeck, 
Paral. p. §32 £ tivo 
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dependence of the padév «x2, on the previous participle; hence also Hof 
mann’s view, that there is an intentional leaving the verb open, cannot be 
admitted, Hoelemann combines it with gyoiy., and takes yydéy as neuti- 
quam; but incorrectly, for rob. Ka02. affirms. the esteeming others better 
than oneself, which, therefore, cannot take place in a factious (kara épbsiar, 
see on i. 17) or ina vainglorious (9 xevodogiav) way. The xara denotes that 
hich is regulative of the state of mind, and consequently its character, and 
is exchanged in the antithetic parallel for the dative of the instrument: by 
means of humility, the latter being by the article set down as a generic 
idea (by means of the virtue of humility). The mutual brotherly humil- 


ity (Eph, iv. 2; Col. iii. 12; Acts xx. 19) is the determining principle, by — 
which, for example, Caius is moved to regard Lucius as standing higher, | 


in a moral point of view, than himself, and, on the other hand, Lucius to 
pronounce Caius to be of a higher moral rank than himself (é. e. 
dArpaove. . . éavrav). Hoelemann erroneously refers 79 tamewadp. to brepéx., 


so that it “excellentiae designet praesidium,”—a view which the very posi- 


tion of the words should have warned him not to adopt.—xevodogia] ostenta- 
tion, only here in the N.TJ—Ver. 4. ya) ra gavrésr éxaoroc oxor.] [IX d.] The 
humble mind just indicated cannot exist together with selfishness, which 
has its own interests in view2 Others consider that the having regard to 
gifs and merits is intended (Calvin, Hammond, Raphel, Keil, Commentat. 


1808, in his Opuse. p. 172 ff, Hoelemann, Corn, Muller), which, after the. 


comprehensive 7) rarewodp. x.7.4., would yield a very insipid limitation, 
and one not justified by the context—écacra] It is usually, and in other 
passages of the N. T. invariably, the singular that is used in this distribu- 
. tive apposition; the plural, however, is not unfrequently found in classical 
authors.—a2246 «ai x.7.2.] @ weaker contrast than we should have expected 
“ from the absolute negation in the first. clause;* a softening modification 
of the idea. In strict consistency the xai must have been omitted (1 Cor. 
x. 24)°° The second éxasro: might have been dispensed with ; it is, how- 
ever, an earnest repetition.—The influences disturbing unity in Philippi, dis 
~ @losed in vv, 2-4, are not, according to these exhortations, of a doctrinal 
_ kind, nor do they refer to the strength and weakness of the knowledge and 
conviction of individuals, as was the case in Rome (Rom. xiv.) and Corinth 
(1 Cor. viii. and x.)—in opposition to Rheinwald and Schinz;—but they 
were based upon the jealousy ef moral self-estimation, in which Christian 


1 Comp. Wisd, xiv. 14; Polyb. iii. 81.9; Lue- 
ian, D. Mort. x. 8, xx, 4; and see on Gal. v, 26. 
*Seq instunces of oxomety ta. revos, ta be 















83 Plat. Phaedr. p. 22. D; Thue, vii 12. 2; 


-~ dauréy ox. May be seen in 2 Muec: iv. 5: 7b 8e 
eupbdpar rout ox < geomay, Comp, oyrety rh 


im gene, ; 


“mindful of any one’s interests, in Herod. i. 
Eur. Supp.. 802. Comp. Lucian, Prom. 14; 
‘ranoutod péve oxono. The opposite of ra. 
égurad, 1 Cor, x: 24,33, xi. 6 Phil I-21, 
where ¢yrety presents no essential difference © 


mo. Od. ix, 164; Thue, 1.7.1; Xen. Hell. p. 788; Winer, p. 463 f. [E. T. 498.] 





il. 4, 28; Herodian, tii. 13, 14, 

4¥n which, in fact, itis not merely the limit. 
ation (Hoftnaun) to one’s own that is forbid- 
den, as if pévey stood along with it. What 


Hofmann at.the same time deduces from the 


reading éeacros (before. cxamoipres), which he 
follows, as distinguished from the subsequent 
&xarrou (with a here. wholly irrelevant com- 
parison of Plat. Apo?. p. 39 A), is sophistical, 


and falls, moreover, with the reading itself. 
«Comp, Soph, Aj. 1292 (1813): Spa ph -robpoy 


GAAG Kai 7b ody; and sea: Fritzsche, ad: Mare. 
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cnap. 1. 4, 5. ~ ee A Ser 


perfection was respectively ascribed and denied to. one another (comp. 


fe Os 49° : : : a . - . > * : 
ver. 12, il. 12 ff). Although. this necessarily implies a certain difference | 


of opinion as to the ethical theory, the epistle shows no trace either of any 
actual division into factions, or of ascetic Jealousy (which de Wette assumes 
as codperating). But the exhortations to unity are too frequent (i. 27, 
ii. 2 f, iii. 15, iv. 2 £), and too urgent to justify us in questioning generally 
the existence (Weiss) of those disturbances of harmony, or in regarding 


them as mere il humor and isolation disturbing the eordial fellowship of — 


life (Hofmann). [IX page 107.] 

Wer. 5, Enforcement of the precept contained in ver. 3 f. by the example 
of Jesus (comp. Rom. xv, 8; 1 Pet. ii. 21: Clem. Cor. I. 16), who, full of 
humility, kept not His own interest in view, bat in selfrenunciation and 
self-humiliation sacrificed it, even to the endurance of the death of the 


cross, and was therefore exalted by God to the highest glory;? this ex- 
tends to ver. 12.3—¢poveiatla tv iu.] sentiatur in. animis vestris. The parallel- 
‘ism with the é» which follows prohibits our interpreting: it intra vestrum 


cactum (Hoelemann, comp. Matthies). The passixe mode of expression is: 
unusual elsewhere, though logically unassailable. Hofmann, rejecting 


the passive reading, as also the passive supplement afterwards, has sadly 


misunderstood the entire passage.!— xai év X. °L.] se. éyporitly On év, 


1Comp. Huther, in the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 
1862, p. 640 ff. 

*Christ’s example, therefore, in this passage 
is one of self-denial, and nat of obedience to 
God (Ernesti), in which, in truth, the self 
denial only manifested itself along with other 
things. It is, however, shown by the very 
addition of «ad, that Panl really intended ta 
adduce the example of Christ (in opposition 
to Hofmann’s view); comp. Rom. xy. 3. 


‘Christ’s example is the moral ideal, histori- 


cally realized. Comp. Wuttke, Sittent. 15. 2 
224; Schmid, Sittent. p.345 if.; and as early as 
Chrysostom, 

3See on this passage Kesler in Thes. nav. ex 
mus. Has. et Iken. I. p. -947 £3 Schultens, 
Dissertatt. philol. 1. p. 448 thy Keil, two Com- 
mentat, 1803 (Qpuse. p. 172 fh}; Martini, in 
Gablers Journ. f. auserl. theol. Jit. IV. p. a4 
fh; ven Ammon, Magaz. f. Pred. Wel, pe7 ffs 
Kraussold. in the Annal. d.-gesammt. Theol. 
1835, IL p. 273 fi; Stein in the Stud, u Krit, 
1837, p. 165 ff 5. Philippi, d. theitige Gehors, Chr. 
Berl. 1841, p. 1 ff; Tholuck, Disp. Christel. de 
1, Phil, ii, 6-9, Halle 1848; Ernesti in the Stud. 
u. Eri, 1848, p. 858 fh, and 1851, p. 595 ff; 
Banr in the theol, Jahrb. 1849, p. 502 ff, and 
1852, p:133-ff, and in his Paulus, IL. p. 51 ff. 
ed. 2; Liebneér, Christol. p, 945 ff; Raebiger, 
Christol. Paulin. p. 76 ffi; Lechler, Apost..u. 
nachapost. Zeitalt. p: 58 ff.; Sehneckenburger 


in the Deutsch. Zeitschr. 1855, p.333 ff; Wetzel 
es in the Manatschr, f..d. Luth. Kirche Preuss. 


ae 


1857; Kahler inthe Stud. a. Arif. 18597, p. 99 
f.; Beyschlag in the Stud. u. Hrit, 1880, p. 
£31 hound his Christol. d. NV. T. 1866, p. 239 ff; 
Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christel. 1870, p. 163 Thy 
J, B. Lightfoot’s Exeursus, p. 125 ff; Pflei- 
derer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitsehr. 1871, p. 519 fis 
Grimm in the same Zeitschr. 1873, p. 33 Mf 
Among the more recent dogriatie writers, 
Thomasius, If. p. 148 ff; Philippi, 1V. 1, p. 
469 ff; Kahnis, f. p. 458 ff 
*Reading gpovetre, and subsequently. ex- 

plaining the ey Xpio7r@ “Iyeod as a frequent 
expression with Paul for the ethical Christian 
quality (ike év cupim in iv. 2), Hofmann makes 
the apostle say that the readers are to have 
their mind so Qirected within them, that té shall 
nat be lacking in this definite quality which 
makes 1 Christian, Thus there would be 
evolved, when expressed in simple words, 
merely the thought: “ Have in you the mind 
which is also the Christian one.” As if the 
grand outburst, which immediately follows, 
woul be in harmony with such a general. 


_ideat This outhurst has its very ground in 


the lofty example of the Lord. And what, 
according to Hofmann’s view, is the purpose 
of the significant «ac? It would. be entirely 
without correlation in the text; for in é vary 
the év. would have to be taken as local, and in: 
the év Xmor7e, according to that misinterpre- 
tation, it would have to be-taken in the sense 
of ethical fetiowship, and thus reiations not at 
all analegous would be marked, : 
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comp. the Homeric: évt ere uh ous, which often occurs with gpoveiv, Od. 
xiv. 82, vi. 818; J. xxiv. 173. xai is: not cum maxime, but the simple also 
of the comparison (in opposition to van Hengel) namely, of the pattern. 
of Christ. 
_. Ver. 6. [On vy. 6-11, see Note X.) pages 407-111 J The classical passage 
which now follows is like an pos in calm majestic objectivity; nor does 
it lack an epic minuteness of detail. —ic] epexegetical ; subject of what 
~ follows; consequently Christ Jesus, but in the pre-human state, in which 
He, the Son of God, and therefore according to the Johannine expression 
as the 2éyo¢ deapxoc, was with God. 1 The human state is first introduced by 
the words éavrdv éxévese in ver. 72 It has been objected® that the name 
~ Christ Jesus is opposed to this view; also, that in vv. 8-11 it is the exalta- 
‘tion of the earthly Christ that is spoken of (and not the return of the 
Logos to the divine défe); and that the earthly Christ only could be held 
up asa pattern. But Xpisrde *Iysoic, as subject, is all’the more justly used: 
(comp. 2 Cor. viii. 9; 1 Cor. viii. 6; Col. i. 14 ff; 1 Cor. x. 4), since the sub- 
ject not of the pre-human glory alone, but at the same time also of the 
human abasement* and of the subsequent exaltation, was to be named. — 
aul joins on to a¢ the whole summary of the history of our Lord, inelyd- 
ing His pre-human state (comp. 2 Cor, viii. 9: éxraéyevoe iobatog Gv) ; there- 
fore vv. 8-11 cannot by themselves regulate our view as regards the defi- 
nition of the subject; and the force of the example, which certainly comes 
first to light in the historical Christ, has at once historically and ethically 
its deepest root in, and derives its highest, because divine (comp. Matt. v. 
48; Eph. v. 2, obligation from, just what is said in ver. 6 of His state 
before His human appearance. Moreover, as the context introduces the 
‘incarnation only at ver. 7, and introduces it as that by which the subject _ 
divested. Himself of His divine appearance, and as the earthly Jesus 
‘never was in the form of God (comp. Gess, p. 295), it is incorrect, because — 
at variance with the text and illogical, though in harmony with Lutheran 


1 Phat. Christ ‘in His Trinitarian. pre-exist- 


@nee was already the eternal Principle and 
Prototype. af humanity (as is urged by Bey- 
‘schlag), is self-evident ; 
would have been one essentially different 
‘from ’\Him who in the fullness of time ap- 

"\, peared.in the flesh. But this does not entitle 
us to refer the pre-existence to. His whole 

“-divine-humen person, and to speak of aneternal 
 hwmanity,-—piradoxes which cannot exegeti- 

> gally be justified. by our. passage and other 
ce expréseions such as 1 Cor. xv, 47;-Rom. v.12 
. TE, vill 20; Col £.13.: The Logos pre-existed 
~ ag.the divine principle and divine prototype of. 
i humanity ; @eds Hp Adyos, and ‘this, 













aching of Paul, 





nal humanity would refute itself. © 


yeostorn and his. ‘Successors, Bera, 


for otherwise He: 


apart. 

m.theform ‘of expression, “is ‘ala’ the: 
Only in time could. He 
énter tpon the human existence; the notion 4 God, is devoid of. significance, 
\-. ds also Beyschlag’s. objection. (1866) drawn. 


from: the word’ exinare ; see below. 


Zanchius, Vatablus, Castalio, Estius, Clarius, 
Calixins, Semler, Storr, Keil, Usteri, Krans- 
sold, Hoelemann, Rilliet, Corn, Miller, and 
most expositors, ineluding Linemann, Tho- 
lnek,: Liebner,. Wiesinger, Ernesti, Thoma- 
sinus, Rachiger, Ewald, Weiss, Kabnis, Bey- 
schlag (1860), Schmid, Biot. Theol IT. p, 
306, Messner, Lehre d. Ap. 233 f, Lechler, 
Gess,. Person Chr. p. 80 £, Rich, Schmidt, 
le, J. B. Lightfoot, Grimm; comp. also Hot- 
mann and: Diisterdieck, alpolog. Beitr, II. 
p. 65. ff 

38ee especially de Wette and Philippi, also 
Beyschlag, 1866, and Dorner in Jahrb. f. D. 
Th, 1856, p. 394 f. 

4Hence Philippi’s objection, that dpavetv ts 
elsewhere applied to man only, and not to 
Unfounded 
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orthodoxy and its antagonism to the Kenosis of the Logos,! to regard the 
incarnate historical Christ, the Zéyog évcapxoc, as the subject meant by a2 
Liebner aptly observes that our passage is “the Pauline 6 Adyo¢ cape éyévero;” 
comp. on Col. i. 15.—é» popop cod izépywr] not to be resolved, as ustially, 
into “although, etc.,’ which could only be done in accordance with the 
context, if the dpraypov #ysiota x.7.4. could be presupposed as something 


proper or natural to the being in the form of God; nor does it indicate 


the possibility of His divesting Himself of His divine appearance (Hof 
mann), which was self-evident; but it simply narrates the former divinely 
glorious position which He afterwards gave up: when He found Himself in 
the form of God, by which is characterized Christ's pre-human form of 
existence. Then He was forsovth, and that objectively, not merely in. 
God’s self-consciousness—as the not yet incarnate Son (Rom. i. 8, 4, viii, 3; 


. Gal, iv. 4), according to John ag Adyor—with God, in the fellowship of the 


glory of God (comp. John xvii. 5). It is this divine glory, in which He 
found Himself as ica @c$ Gy and also eixty Geoi—as such also the instru- 
ment and aim of the creation of the world, Col. i. 15 f—and into which, 


by means of His exaltation, He again returned; so that this divine dééa, 


as the possessor of which before the incarnation He had, without a body 
and invisible to the eye of man,’ the form of God, is now by means of 
His gloritied body and His divine-human perfection visibly possessed by 
Him, that He may appear at the rapoveia, not again without it, but in and 
with it (ii. 20f). Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4; Col. i. 15, iii. 4. Mopoy, therefore, 
which is an appropriate concrete expression for the divine dége (comp. 


‘Justin, Apol. I. 9), as the glory visible at the throne of God, and not a 


“fanciful expression ” (Ernesti), is neither equivalent to gto or otcia; * nor 
to status:* nor is it the god-like capacity for possible equality with God 
(Beyschlag), an interpretation which ought to have been precluded both 
by the literal notion of the word yop9#, and by the contrast of yop¢) dotzov 
in ver. 7. But the yopgy Ocod presupposes® the divine gio as éudorodog 


lAccording to which Christ had the full 
divine majesty “statim In sua conceptione, 
etiam in utero matris” (Form. Cone. p. 767). 
But He had it in His state of hnmiliation 
secreto, and only manifested it occasionally, 
quoties ipsi visum fuerit. In’ opposition to 
this, Liebner rightly observes, p. 334: “This 
is altogether inadequate to express the pow- 
erful N.T. feeling of the depth and greatness 
of our Lord’s humiliation. This feeling 
unmistakably extends to the unique per- 
sonal essenee.of the God-man, and in con- 
formity. with this, to the very heart of the act 
of incarnation itself.” 

2 Novatian, de Trin. 1%, Ambrosiaster, Pela- 
gius, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Cameron, 
Piscator, Hunnius, Grotins, Calovius, Clericus, 
Bengel, Zachariae, Kesler, and others, includ- 


ing Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, van Hen- © 


gel, de Wette, Schneckenburger, Philippi, 


Beyschlag (1866), Dorner, and others;. see the 
historical details in Tholuck, p, 2 f,and J. 
B. Lightfoot, 

8 Comp. Philo, de Somn, I. p. 685. 

4 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Ther 
ophylact, Augustine, Chemmitz, and many 
others; comp. also Rheinwald and Corn, 
Miller, § Calovius, Storr, and others, 

6 Bengel well says: “Ipsa natnra divina 
decorem habebat infinitum, inse, etiam sine 
nila creatura illum decorem intuente.’—-> 
What Paul here’designates simply by ey 
pophy Ocod drdpxev is pompously expressed 
by Clement, Cor, I. 16: 70. cxqwrpov tis. weyae 
Awaivys Tod Geot. The forma mentis aeterna, 
however, in Tacitus, Agric, 46, is a conception 
utterly foreign to our passage (although ad- 
duced here by Hitzig), and of similar import 
with Propertius, iil. 1, 64: “ingenio stat sine 


- morte decus.” oe 
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“popdic (Aesch. Sinat 496), and more “greciseli defines the divine sete 
namely, as form of being, corresponding to the essence, consequently to. 
the homoousia, and exhibiting the condition, so that pope? Ocod finds its 
exhaustive explanation in. Heb. i, 3: axatyaopa rie désyg Kn. Xapaxtip 
ric brocrdcews Tod Oecd, this, however, being here conceived as predi- 
cated of the pre-existent Christ. ‘What is here called pop@y Qcot is 
eldog Qcov in John v. 87,2 which the Son also essentially possessed in 
His. pre-human déf¢ (John xvii. 5). The explanation of ¢tae was 
promoted among the Fathers by the opposition to Arius and a number 
of other heretics, as Chrysostom adduces them in triumph; hence, 
also, there is much polemical matter in them. For the later controversy 
with the Socinians, see Calovius—irdpyor] designating more expressly 
than ov the relation of the subsisting state (iii. 20; Luke vii...25, xvi, 23; 2 
Pet. iii, 11); and hence not at all merely in the decree of God, or in the 
divine self-consciousness (Schenkel). The time is that of the pre-human 
existence. See above on éc. Those who understand it as referring to His 
human existence (comp. John i. 14) think of the divine majesty, which 
Jesus manifested both by word and. deed (Ambrosiaster, Luther, Erasmus, 
Heinrichs, Krause, Opusc. p. 88, and others), especially by His méracles— 

(Grotius, Clericus); while Wetstein and Michaelis even suggest. that the 

_ transfiguration on the mount is intended.. It would be more in harmony 
with the context to understand the possession of the complete divine image 
(without arbitrayily limiting this, by preference possibly, to the moral 

attributes alone, as de Wette and Schneckenburger do)—a possession 

~ which Jesus (“as the God-pervaded man,” Philippi) had (potentiatiter) from 
the very beginning of His earthly life, but in a latent manner, without 

“manifesting it. This view, however, would land them in difficulty with 
regard to the following éavr. éxévace «7.2. and expose them to the risk of 
inserting limiting clauses at variance with the literal import of the passage; 
see below.—oby dprayziv Jyjoaro 7d elvar ioa O2@] In order to the right 
explanation, it is to be observed : (1) that the emphasis is placed on dpray- 

_ pov, and therefore (2) that. rd ela: ica Gc cannot be something essentially 
different from év popoy Ocod txdp yew, but must in substance denote the same 
thing, namely, the divine habitus of Christ, which is expressed, as to its 

~ form of appearance, by év popoi Gcod ddpy., and, as to its internal nature, by. 

7d elvat ioa OcG;* (8) lastly, that dpwayude does not mean praeda, or that which 








- 1In Plat, Rep, ii. p. 381 C, nopdy is also to be 


taken strictly in its literal signification, and : 


_ not ‘less so in. ur, Bacch. 64; Ael. A. A, iii. 
24; Joss e. Ap. iis 16, 22,. Comp. also Eur. 
Bacch. 4: popdyy'apeivas éx Ge0d Bpotyciay, 
Aen, Cyn i 2,2: duow pay 88 ris woxiis Ke 
Tis nophis. 


Comp. Plat. Rep, p: 880. D; Plat: Mor. p.. 


1013 C, 
.3 An entirely groundless objection has Been 


made {even by Liinemann) against the view . 
which takes 7 elvari ioa @eG as notessentially — 
different from. éy v wophh Geod aloe, viz. that : 





Paul would, instead of rd.etvar toa Gag, have 
written merely rojro, or even nothing at all. 
He might have done so, but. there was no 
necessity for his taking that course, least of 
all for Paul! He, on the contrary, distin- 
guishes very precisely and suitably between’ 
the two ideas representing the samie state, by 
saying that Christ, in His divine. pre-human 
form of life, did not venture to use this his God. - 


equal being for making booty. Both, there- 


fore, express the very same divine habitus; 


- ‘but the elvan ioa.@eg is the general:element, 
- which presents, itself in ‘the divine popdy as 





: 





cHAP. m1 6. | 69 


is seized on (which would be dprdyiwov,) or épraynza or dpracpa, and might 
also be apzay#), or that which one forcibly snatches to himself (Hofmann and 
older expositors); but actively: robbing, making booty. In this sense, 
which is @ priori probable from the termination of the word which usually 
serves to indicate an action, it is used, beyond doubt, in the only profane 
passage in which it is extant, Plut. de pueror. educ. 15 (Mor. p. 12 A): «at 
Tove pév OnByoe Kai rode? HAide deveréor Epwrac wai Tov éx Kphrag Kadobuevov dpray- 
y6v, Where it denotes the Cretan kidnapping of children... It is accordingly 
to be explained : Not as a robbing did He consider* the being equal with God, 
z.e. He did not place it under the point of view of making booty, as if it 
was, with respect to its exertion of activity, to consist in His seizing what. 
did not belong to Him. In opposition to Hofmann’s earlier logical objec- 
tion (Schrijtbew. I. p. 149) that one cannot consider the being as a doing, 
comp. 1 Tim. vi. 5; and see Hofmann himself, who has now recognized 
the linguistically correct explanation of dprayydc, but leaves the object of 
the dprdfew indefinite, though the latter must necessarily be something 
that belongs to others, consequently a. forcign possession. Not otherwise 


than in the active sense, namely raptus, can we explain Cyril, de adorat. I. 


p- 26 (in Wetstein): oiy dpraypiv® rip nanalenat? ie & adpavoicg Kat tapectépac 
éraieito gpevde ; farther, Eus. in Lue. vi. in Mai’s Nov. Bibl. patr. iv. p. 165, 
and the passage in Possini Cat. in Mure. x. 42, p. 233, from the Anonym. 
Tolos. : Gre ab gore dprayndg 4 tg ;* as also the entirely synonymous form 
dépracuec in Plut. Mor. p. 644 A, and Ayiopse in Byzantine writers; also 
sxvdcvuéc in Eustathius; comp. Phryn. App. 36, where dpzayyde is quoted as 
equivalent to dpwace. The passages pines are adduced for dprayya qyeiafat 
or roeiotai re (Heliod. vii. 11. 20, viii. 7; Eus. H. & viii. 12; Vit. C. ii. 31) 
—comp. the Latin prauedam ducere (Cie, Verr. v.15; J iistin, ii, 5.9, xiii. 1. 
8)—do not fall under the same mode of conception, as they represent the . 
relation in question as something made a booty of, and not as the act of 
making booty. We have still to notice (1) that this oby dprayyor yyjcato 
corresponds exactly. to py) 7a gavray oxoroivree (ver. 4), as well as to its con- 
trast éaurdy éxérwoe in ver. 7 (see on ver. 7); and (2) that the aorist 7yjoar0, 


indicating a definite point of time, undoubtedly, according to the connec- 


tion (see the contrast, 424 éavrop éxévwoe «.7.4.), transports the reader to that 


moment, when the pre-existing Christ was on the point of coming into the world 


with the being equal to God. Had He then thought: “ When I shall have 


come into the world, I will seize to myself, by means of my equality with 


God, power and dominion, riches, pleasure, worldly glory,” then He would. 
have acted the part of dprayyiv fyeichar rd elvas ica Or@; to Which, however, 
He did not consent, but consented, on the contrary, to self-renunciation, 
ete. It is accordingly self-evident. that the supposed case of the dprayyds 











its substratum and lies at.its basis,-so that the 
two designations exhaust the idea of divinity. 
Comp. also, Liebner, p. 328. 
1Callim. Cer. 9; Pallad. ep. 87; Philop. 79. 
20n jycioda, in this sense of the mode of 
regarding, which places the ohject under the | 


point of view of a qualitative category, comp. 
Kriiger on Thue. il. 44.3. 

®Lot did not let the refusal of the angels 
be a making of profit to himself. 

4Where, according to. the’ connection, the - 
sense is: Nota seizing to oneself is the. posi-. 
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ig not conceived as an action of the pre-existing Christ (as Richard Schmidt 
objects), but is put as connecting itself with His appearance on earth. 
The reflection, of which the pre-existent Christ is, according to our passage, 
represented as capable, even in presence of the will of God (see below, 
yevdu, irhxooc), although the apostle has only conceived it as an abstract 
possibility and expressed it in an anthropopathic mode of presentation, is 
decisive in favor of the personal pre-existence; but in this pre-existence 
the Son appears as subordinate to the Father, as He does throughout the 
entire New Testament, although this is not (as Beyschlag objects) at 
variance with the Trinitarian equality of essence in the Biblical sense. By 
the doxayudv jyeiobae x72, if it had taken place, He would have wished to 
relieve Himsclt from. this subordination—The linguistic correctness and. 
exact apposite correlation of the whole of this explanation, which harmo- 
nizes with 2 Cor. viii. 9, completely exclude the interpretation, which is 
traditional but in a linguistic point of view is quite incapable of proof, that 
éprayudc, either in itself or by metonymy (in which van Hengel again 
appeals quite inappropriately to the analogy of Jas. i. 2,2 Pet. ili. 15), 
means pracda or ves rupienda. With this interpretation. of dprayyds, the 
idea of elvai ica OG has either been rightly taken as practically identical 
with é pope) Ocot trdpyew, or not. (A) In the former case, the point of 
comparison of the figurative praeda has been very differently defined ; 
either, that Christ regarded the existence equal with God, not as a some- 
thing usurped and illegitimate, but as something natural to Him, and that, 
therefore, He did not fear to lose it through His humiliation (Chrysostom, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Augustine, and other Fathers; see Wetstein 
and J. B. Lightfoot); comp. Beza, Calvin, Estius, and others, who, how- 
ever, give to the conception a different turn ;? or, that He did not desire 





‘tion of honor, as‘among the heathen, but a 
renouncing and serving atter the example of 
Christ: : 
1Ribiger and Wetzel, and also. Pfleiderer, 
ic. have lately adopted this view; likewise 
Kolbe in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1873, p. 311 f. 
Hofmann also now explains the passage in a 
way not substantially different, But Grimm, 
tc. p.38, very unjustly deseribes the reten- 
tion of dpmayzés in the sense which it. has in 
‘Plutarch,.as -petty grammatical. pecantry. 
The ideas, spoit, booty, occur in countless 


-- Instances. in all Greek anthors, and in. the 


“LXX., and-are. very variously expressed 
(apray}, éoTaypa, dpwagpa, Anis, cxvAevpa, 
otAov, Acta), but’ never by aprayyds, or any 


other form’.of word ending with pos. It is. 


. true that various substantives ending in. nos 
»Mmay denote: the result of the action; not, 


however, as we may be pleased: to assume, - 
but solely in accordance with evidence’ of | 

“empirical usage, and this is just what is want: 
ing for this sense in the case--of dpmayyds. 
_, Ita rejection, therefore, in our passage, is not - 





ete. 


pedantic, but is simply linguistically demanded. 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 426, ed. 2, erroneously 
objects to. our view of dpwayyds, that, in. that 
case, it would be impossible to conceive of 
any object, and that thus an utterly empty 
antithesis to the giving up of Christ’s own 
possession is the result. As if there were 


not given in the very notion of aprayyds its - 


object, viz. that which does not. belong to the 
subject of the action, and this, indeed, in its 
unrestricted and full compass, just because 
nothing special is added as an object. 
*Beza: “Non ignoravit, se in ea re (i,é 
quod Deo Patri coaequalis: esset) nullam .in- 
jurite: cuiquam facere, sed suo jure -utt; 
nihilontinus tamen quasi jure suo cessit.” So 
also Calvin, substantially, only. that he. erro- 
neously interprets }yjcaro as arbitratus esset, 


“Non fuisset- injuria, si aequalis Deo’ appar- 


uisset.”- Estius: “that He had. not, recog- 


nized the equality with God as an usurped 


possession, and therefore: possibly desired: to 
lay it. aside, but had renounced Himself,” 


ee 
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_ pertinaciously to retain for Himself this equality with God, as a robber his © 


booty, or as an unexpected gain; or, that He did not conceal it, as a 
prey;* or, that He did not desire to display it triumphantly, as a con- 
queror his spoils*; whilst others (Wetstein the most strangely, but also 
Usteri and several) mix up very various points of comparison. The very 
circumstance, however, that there exists so much divergence in these 
attempts at explanation, shows how arbitrarily men have endeavored to 
supply a modal definition for épr. tyfo., which is not at all suggested by the 
text—(B) In the second case, in which a distinction is made between 7d 
elvar ioa Oe and év popoh Geod brapyev, it is explained: non rapinam duzit, 
i.e. non rapiendum sibi duxit, or directly, non rapuit ;* that Christ, namely, 
though being év yopd# Geod, did not desire to seize to Himself the elva toa 
Ge, to grasp eagerly the possession of it In this view expositors have 
understood the ica elya: Oe as the divine plenitudinem et altitudinem (Ben-— 
gel); the sessionem ad dextram (L. Bos); the divine honor (Cocceius, Stein, 
de Wette, Grau); the vita vitae Dei aequalem (van Hengel); the existendi 
modum cun. Deo aequalen (Liinemann); the coli et beate vivere ut Deus 
(Krause); the dominion on earth us a visible God (Ewald); the divine 
autonomy (Kinesti); the heavenly dignity and. glory entered on after the 
ascension (Raebiger, comp. Thomasius, Philippi, Beyschlag, Weiss), cor- 
responding to the dvoua rd brép wav dvoua in ver. 9 (Rich. Schmidt); the 
nova jura divina, consisting in the kupidry¢ révrwv (Briickner) ; the divine 
ddga of universal adoration (Schneckenburger, Lechier, comp. Messner) ; 
the original blessedness of the Futher (Kahnis); indeed, even the identity 





1Ambrosiaster, Castalio, Vatablus, Kesler, 
and others; and recently, Hoelemann, Tho- 
luck, Reuss, Liebner, Sehmid,. Wiesinger, 
Gess, Messner, Grimm; comp. also Usteri, p, 


814, In this class we must reckon the inter- 


pretation of Theodoret (comp. Origen, ad 
Ftom. vy. 2, x. 7, Eusebius, and others); that 
Christ, being God by nature, did not hold His 
equality with God as something specially 
great, as those do who attain to honors zap‘ 
agiav; but that He, thy dgiav karaxptwas, 
chose humiliation, To this comes also the 
view of Theodore of Mopsuestia: popdyy yap 
SovAov AaBdy thy a&tav éxeluny amékpuwev, TodTO 
Tots dphot etvar voutgduevos, Gmep ébaivero— 
Tholuck compares the German expression: 
als ein gefundenes Essen (einen guten Fund) 
ansehen. According to him, the idea of the 
whole passage is, * Tantum aberat, ut Christus, 
quatenus Adyos est, in gloria atque. beatitate 
sua acquiescere sibique soli placere vellet, ut 
amore erga ‘mortales ductus servi formam 


-induere ac vel infimam sortem subire sine 


ulla haesitatione gustineret. 
2 Matthies. ea pao & 
3 Luther, Erasmus, Cameron, Vatablus, Pis- 


eator,; Grotius,-Calovius, Quenstedt, Wolf, and - 
., Many others, including Michaelis, Zachariae, 


Rosenmiuller, Heinrichs, Flatt, Rheinwald. 
Yo this belongs also Pelagius, “Quod erat, 
humilitate celavit, dans nobis exemplum, ne 
in his gloriemur, quae forsitan non habemus.” . 

4Museulus, Er, Sehmidt, Elsner, Clerieus, - 
Bengel, and many others, including am Ende, 
Martini, Krause, Opuse. p. 31, Schrader, Stein, 
Rilliet, van Hengel, Baumgarten-Crusius, de 
Wette, Ernesti, Raebiger, Sehneckenburger, 
Ewald, Weiss, Schenkel, Philippi, Thomasius, 
Beyschlag, Kahnis, Rich. Schmidt, and 
others. 

5So also Ltinemann, who, in the sense of 
the divine pre-existence of Christ, . para- 
phrasesthus: “ Christus, etsi ab aeterno inde 
dignitate creatoris e6 domini rerum omnium. 
frueretur, ideoque divina indutus magnifi- 
centia corum patre consideret, nihilo tamen 
minus haud arripiendum sibi esse autumabat 
existendi modum cum. Deo aequalem,. sed 
ultro se exinanivit.’ Ina sense opposed to 
the divine pre-existence, however, Beyschlag 
says, Christol. p. 236 f: “Christ posséssed the 
pop} cod (that is, ‘the inner form of God’); 
He might have but stretched out His hand“ 
towards the ica @ed civar; He disdained, 
however, to seize it for Himself, and. chose 


quite the opposite; therefore it was given 
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-with the Father consisting in invisibility (Rilliet), and the like, which is to 
sustain to the jop9y Gcod the relation of a plus, or. something separable, or 

only to be obtained at some future time by humiliation and suffering? (ver. 
B). So, also, Sabatier, /’ apotre Paul, 1870, p. 228 ff2 In order to meet the 
obx dpm. py. (comparing Matt. iv..$ ff), de Wette (comp. Hofmann, Schrift- 
bew. p. 151) makes the thought be supplied, that it was not in the aim of 
the work of redemption befitting that Christ should at.the very outset 
receive divine honor, and that, if He had taken it to Himself, it would have 
been a seizure, an usurpation. But as év yopé@ Osot iv. already involves 
the divine essence,’ and as isa eivac OeH has. no distinctive more special 
definition in any manner climactic (comp. Pfleiderer), Chrysostom has 
estimated this whole mode of explanation very justly: ef qv Oedc, wae elyer 
dprdcat } Kak Tae ovk tirepivénTav TOTO ; tle yap av elivol, ire 6b Selva avllpwrog av 
OUx jprace 76 eivat GvOpwrtoc ) THC yap ay Tic bwep éori Vv, ap TUTELED, Moreover, 
in harmony with the thought and the state of the ease, Paul must have 
expressed himself conversely: 6¢ toa Osp drdpyov aby dp. jy. 7d. slvae év 
0po4 Ocov, so as to add to the idea of the equality of nature (ica), by way 
of climax, that of the same form of appearance (uopd)), of the divine défa 
also.— With respect to 76 elvat toa G2G, 1b is to be observed, (1) that ica is 
adverbial: in like manner, as we find it, although less frequently, in Attic 
writers This adverbial use has arisen from the frequent employment, 
‘even so early as Homer,® of ica as the case of the object or. predicate.® 
~ But as elva, as the abstract substantive verb, does not suit the adverbial 
loa, pari ratione, therefore (2) 7 elvae must be taken in the sense of ewistere ; 
‘go. that rd elvaz toa Och does not mean the being equal to God (which would 
be rd elvae icov OcG), but the God-equal existence, existence in the way of 
parity with God." Paul might have written ioov (as mascul.) Oe¢ (John 
-y. 18), or iod#eov; but, as it stands, he has more distinctly expressed the 
metaphysical relation, the divine mode of existence,’ of the pre-human Christ. 
~(8) The article points back to év popd} Ovd drdpyov, denoting the God-equal 


i 


*- Him'as the reward’ af His ohedience,. etc,” 
Hilgenfeld, in his Zeitsehrift, 1871, p. 197 £, 
says: the Pauline Christ is indeed the heav- 
enty man, but-no divine being; the equatity 
with God was attained by Him only threugh 
the renuneiation, ete, 

1 The lead’ in’ this mode of. considering 
‘the passage was taken by Arius, whose 
- party,on the ground of the proposition éxetvo 
aprdger rg, 6. obK éxet, declared: drt Oeds ay 
éAarrav ovx Hprace 7d eiva ica 76 Ged TH 


peyda@ « welZove See Chrysostom, 


2He thinks that the divine poppy of Christ 


stands to the toa eva: Gea inthe relation of: 


_ potentia to actus, “Christ. était des lorigine 
 & puissance ce qu’ Ala fin il devint en réalité ;”. 


»: the mopdy @eod denates the general form of - 


being .of. Christ, but “une forme vide, qui 


_'. doit étré remplie, c’est-A-dire spirituellement. 
 réalisée,”: This higher position He had not - 
‘wished to usurp, but had attained to it “réel-- 





lement par le libre développement de’ sa vie 
morale.” 

3 Not merely the similarity, from which ig 
there distinguished the equality by etvo. toa 
(in opposition to Martini and others). 

*Thue, iif 145: Eur. Or. 880 al; - comp, 
épota, Lennep. ad Phatar. 108, and often in 
the later Greek, and ia the LXX. Job v, 14, x. 
10, x1. 12, xiii, 12; Wisd: vil. 3, according to 
the usual reading, ; 

5 IL v.71, xv. 4393. Od. xi, 304, xv.'519. a2, - 


6See Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p, 847; Kriiger, _ 


TL.¢ xlvi. 6.8.0 |, 

{i The German: is: nicht das Gotte gleich 
sein, sondern das gottgleiche Sein, das Sein auf 
gottgleiche Weise, die.gottgleiché Extstenz.] 

- 8 Which, therefore, was not essentially dif 
ferent from that of the Father. The ica elvas 


_ Ged is the Panline eds Hr 6 Adyos. - Hofmann 
erroneously, although. approved by -Thoma- ©: - 


sig, crue the objection See p. 150) 


aon 
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; existence mantfesting itself in that pope); ; for the zope? Ocot is the appearance, 
the adequate subsisting form, of the God-equal existence. (4) Ernesti (in 


controversy with Baur), who is followed by Kahler, Kahnis, Beyschlag, 
and Hilgenfeld, entertains the groundless opinion that our passage 
alludes to Gen. ii. f, the toa sivac OeG pointing in particular to Gen. iii. 5, 
In the text there is no trace! of any comparison of Christ with the first 
human beings, not even an echo of like expression; how different 
from the equality with God in our passage is the égoecte de teot in Gen. 


iii. 6! Certainly, any such comparison lay very remote from ‘the 


sublime idea of the divine glory of the pre-existent Christ, which was 


something quite different from the image of God in the first human 
beings? 


Ver. 7. ’AAW éavriv éxévace] The Scashistieatly prefixed éavrév is correla- 


tive to the likewise emphatic dprayyév in ver. 6. Instead of the dprdgev, - 
by which he would have entered upon a foreign domain, He has, on the — 
contrary, emptied Himself, and that, as the context places beyond doubt, 


of the divine pop¢j, which He possessed but now exchanged for a popdy 
Sobaov; He renounced the divine glorious form which, prior to His inear- 


nation, was the form of appearance of His God- eanvel existence, took: 


instead of it the form of a servant, and became as a man. Tiiose who 
have already taken ver. 6 as referring to the ¢ncarnate Christ (see on de, 
ver. 6) are at once placed in a difficulty by éeévese, and explain away its 
simple and distinet literal meaning.* De Wette, in accordance with his 


distinction between poppy Ozod and eivac ica Ord (comp. Schneckenburger, 


hee) 


p. 886), referring it only to the latter (so also Corn. Miller, Philippi, Bey- 
schlag, and others), would have this elva ica @eG Meant merely in so fur as 
it would have stood in Jesus’ power, not in so fur as Te actually possessed it, 
so that the éau7. écév, amounts only to a renunciation of the eivar ica Oe, 


_which He might have appropriated to Himself; while others, like Grotius, 


alter the signification of xevodv itself, some making it mean: He led a life 
of poverty (Grotius, Baumgarten-Crusius), and others: depresstt (van Hen- 
gel, Corn. Miller, following Tittmann, Opuse. p. 642 f, Keil, comp. 


that an existence equal to divine existence 
ean only be predicated of Him, who is not 


' God. It may be predicated also of Him who 


is not the very same person, but of equal 
divine nature. Thus it might also be asserted 
of the Holy Spirit. The appeal by Hofmann 
to Thue, iii. 14 is here without any bearing 
whatever. 

‘1 Ritschl indeed also, Altkath. Ixirche, p. 80, 
requires, for the understanding of our pass- 
age, a recognition that Christ, as év popd7 
cod, braépxwy, is put in comparison with the 
earthly Adam. But why should Paul, if this 
comparison was before his mind, not. have 


written, in accordance with Gen. i.°26, Kaz’ 


eixéva: @., oY. Kad’ Gnotwou @., instead of ev 


poppy ©. ? This would have been most natural 
for himsel!, and would also have been a hint - 


to guide the readers.—The passages quoted 
by Hilgenfeld from the Clementine Homilies 
affirm the sopphy Geod of the body of seen and 
are therefore irrelevant. 

2 Comp. also Rich. Schmidt, p. 172; Grimm, 
p 22 

3 As, for instance, Calvin: “ supprimendo... 
deposuit;” Calovius (comp, Form. Cone. pp. 
GO8, 767): “velutt (2) deposnit, quatenus eam 
(gloriam div.) non perpetuo manifestavit atque 
exseruit ;” Clericus: “non magis ea usus est, 
quam si ea destitutus fuisset:” comp, Quen- 
stedt, Bos, Walf, Bengel, Rheinwald, and 
many others, Beyschlag also finds expressed 
here merely the idea of the self-denial exer- 


eised on principle by. Christ in His earthly —~ 


life, consequently substituting ¢ the N, T. idea, 
ot dmapveiadat éavTor, : 
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Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others). Augustine: “Non amittens quod 
erat, sed accipiens quod non erat; forma servi accessit, non forma Dei 
_-discessit.” But éxéveoe means nothing but evinanivit (Vulgate)! and is 
here purposel y selected, because it corresponds with the idea of the dpraypé¢ 
(ver. 6) all the more, that the latter also falls under the conception of 
kevoor (as emptying of that which is affected by. the dprrayuds; Comp. LXX. 
Jer. xv. 9; Plat. Rep. p. 560 D; Ecclus. xiii. 5, 7), The specific’ reference 
of the meaning to making poor (Grotius) must have been suggested by the 
context (comp.. 2 Cor, viii. 9; Ecclus. le), as if some such expression as 
by whottw Oecd brdpy. had been previously used. .Figuratively, the renun- 
ciation of the divine yopé4 might have been described as a puiting at off 
(&xdbeatas), -—The more precise, positive definition of the mode in which He 
emptied Himself, is supplied by popg pv dotaov Aaper, and the latter 
then receives through év du. avOp. yevduevog cat oxju. ebp. ag avllp. its specifica- 
tion of mode, correlative to elva ica 6. This specification is not co-or- 
dinate (de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Weiss, Schenkel), but subordinate 
to pops» dob, Aa3év, hence no connecting particle is placed before év én., 
and no punctuation is to be placed before cat cyjuari, but a new topic is to 
be entered upon with érazeivwsev in ver. 8 (comp. Luther). The division, by 
which a stop is placed before sal cyjuare .. . dvOpwro¢, and these words are 
joined to érameivecey 7.42 is at variance with the purposely-chosen 
expressions oyfpare and etpebeic, both of which correspond to the idea of 
- popef, and thereby show that «. cy. eip. d¢ drop. is still a portion of the 
modal definition of popdiy dotdov AaBar. Nor is the oxhu. ebp. o¢ avfip, some- 
thing following the xévwor¢ (Grimm), but the empirical appearance, which 
was an integral part of the manner in which the act of selfempt ying was 
completed. Besides, érareivacev éaurdv has its own more precise definition 
following ; hence by the proposed connection the symmetry of structure 
in the two statements, governed respectively by éavrdv ékévwoe and éramety- 
waev. éaurdv, Would be unnecessarily disturbed. This applies also in oppo- 
sition to Hofmann, who (comp. Grotius) even connects év duompare avOp. 
yevdu. With érareivwcev éaurév, whereby no less than three participial detini- 
tions are heaped upon the latter. And when Hofmann discovers in év 


 Guatauare x.7,A, 2 second half of the relative sentence attached to Xpiorg 


"Inood, it is at variance with the fact, that Paul does not by the interven- 
tion. of a. particle (or by d¢ xai, or even by the bare éc) supply any warrant 
for such a division, which is made, therefore, abruptly and arbitrarily, 
simply to support the scheme of thought which Hofmann groundlessly 
assumes: (1) that Jesus, when He was in the divine yopg, emptied Himself; 


1See Rom, lvy-14;°1 Cor. i. 17, ix. 153.2 Cor. 
ix,.3; and the passages in the LEX. cited hy 
Schleusner};, Plat, Cony. p. 197 ©, Rep. p.560 D, 
“Phil. p. 85- Ey Soph. 0. R..29; Eur. Rhes, 914; 
Thue. viii. 571; Ken. Oec. 8.7. Comp. Hasse 
in the Jahrd.-/. Deutsche Theol. 1858, p. 394 f. 
{in opposition to. Dorner’s reference of the 


idea ‘to that. of sfovBeveir). Dorner, in the — 


: game Jahrb. ne ¥ 396, is likewise driven to 


reduce the idea of the xévwots merely to that 
of the renunciation of the appearance of ma- 
jesty, which. would have been: befitting the 
divine form’ and parity, this inner: greatness 


“and dignity of Jesus Christ. 
*Castalio, Beza, Bengel,- and -others; in- . 


cluding Hoelemann, Rilliet, ‘van Hengel, 


-Lachmann, Wiesinger, Ewald, Rich. Schmidt, 
ood, By Gers Grimm, 
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and (2) when He had become man, humbled Himself—yop¢pv dobiov Aa Bor] 
so that He took sluve-form, now making this lowly form of existence and 
condition His own, instead of the divine form, which He had hitherto pos- 
sessed. How this was done, is stated in the sequel. The aorist participle 
denotes, not what was previous to the éaur. éxév., but what was contempora- 
neous With it. See on Eph. i. 9. So also do the two following participles, 
which are, however, subordinated to the popdiy dobiov AaBdy, as definitions 
of manner. That Paul, in the word dobdov, thought not of the relation of 
one serving in general (with reference to God and men, Matthies, Rhein- 
wald, Rilliet, de Wette, comp. Calvin and others), or that of a servant of 
others, a3 in Matt. xx. 28 (Schneckenburger, Beyschlag, Christol. p. 236, 
following Luther and others), or, indefinitely, that of one subject to the 
will of another (Hofmann), but of a slave of God (comp. Acts ili. 18; Isa, 
lii.), as is selfevident from the relation to God described in ver. 6, is plain, - 
partly from the fact that subsequently the assumption of the slave-form is 
more precisely defined by év duo. avflp. yevdu. (which, regarded in itself, 
puts Jesus only on the same line with men, but in the relation of service 
towards God), and partly from tfxoo¢ in ver. 8. To generalize the definite 
expression, and one which corresponds so well to the connection, into 
“miseran sortem, quelis esse servoruin solet” (Heinrichs, comp. Hoelemann; 
and already, Beza, Piscator, Calovius, Wolf, Wetstein, and others), is pure 
caprice, Which Erasmus, following Ambrosiaster (comp. Beyschlag, 1860, 
p. 471), carries further by the arbitrary paraphrase: “servi nocentis, cum 
ipsa esset innocentia,” comp. Rom, viii. 3.—tv duoudy. dvilp. yevdu. 7.2.) the 
manner of this yop). dobAov AaBeiv: so that He came in the likeness of man, 
that is, so that He entered into a form of existence, which was not different 
from that which men have. In opposition to Hofmann, who connects év 


— Guotiuare nt. With érameivecey «7.2. see above. This entrance into an 
existence like that of men was certainly brought about by human birth; 


still it would not be appropriate to explain yerdu. by natus (Gal. iv. 4; Ril- 
liet);* or as an expression for the “beginning of existence” (Hofmann), 
since this fact, in connection with which the miraculous conception is, not~ 
withstanding Rom. i. 3, also thought to be ineluded, was really human, as 
it is also described in Gal. iy. 4. Paul justly says: é épocdpare avip., 
because, in fact, Christ, although certainly perfect man (Rom. v. 15; 1 
Cor, xv. 21; 1 Tim. il. 5), was, by reason of the divine nature (the toa elvae 
Ge) present in Him, not simply and merely man, not a purus putus home, 
but the incarnate Son of God (comp. Rom. i.3; Gal. iv. 4; and the Johan- | 


nine 6 Adyog odpS tyévero), bg épavepady év capxi (1 Tim. ili. 16), so that the 


power of the higher divine nature was united in Him with the human 
appearance, which was not. the case in other men. The nature of Him 
who had become man was, so far, not fully identical with, but substantially 


LComp. in opposition to this, Grimm, p.46, . Mace. 1.27; 2 Mace, vil. 9; Eeclus, xliv. 20; 
and Kolbe in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1878, p.314. and frequently in Greek authors after Homer 

-20On yiveo@ar év, in the sense, to come intoa (Xen. Anab, i. 9.1; Herodian, iif. 7. 19, ii. 13. 
"position, into a state, comp. 2 Cor. tii, 7; 1 21); see Nagelsbach, zur Ilias. p. 295 £ ed. 3. 
Tim, ii id; Luke xxii, 44; Acts xxif,17;1 -. Comp. Gess, p. 295; Lechler, p. 66. 
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conform (iv épordu.) to, that which belongs to man.' Comp. on Rom. viii. 


3, i. 8f, and respecting the idea of dota, which does not convey merely 
the conception of analogy, see on Rom, i. 28, v. 14, vi. 5, vill. 3. The 
expression is based, not upon the conception of a quasi-man, but upon the 


fact that in the man Jesus Christ (Rom. y. 15) there was the superhuman | 


life-basis of divine icdryc, the elvac ica OeH not indwelling in other men. 
Justice, however, is not done to the intentionally used dzocépare (comp. 
afterwards cyjuare), if, with de Wette, we find merely the sense that He 
- (not appearing as divine Ruler) was found in a human condition,—a con- 
sequence of the fact that even ver. 6 was referred to the time after the 
incarnation. This drove also the ancient dogmatic expositors to adopt 
the gloss, which is here out of place, that Christ assumed the accidentales 
infirmitates corporis (yet without sin), not ex naturae necessitate, but ex oixov- 
ojitag libertate (Calovius)2 By others, the characteristic of debile et abjectum 
(Hoelemann, following older expositors) is obtruded upon. the word 


av0poruv, Which is. here to be taken in a purely generic sense ;, while Grotius 


understood. dvfp. as referring to the first human beings, and believed that 
the sinlessness of Jesus was meant. It is not at all specially ¢hés (in oppo- 
sition also to. Castalio, Liinemann, Sehenkel, and others), but the whole 
divine nature of Jesus, the yop of which He laid aside at His incarnation, 
which constitutes the point of difference that lies at the bottom of the 
‘expression ép duodimare (Sia Td py eddy dvOperor eivat, Theaphylact, comp. 
_ Chrysostom), and gives to it the definite reference of its medning. ‘The 
explanation of he. peels by the unique position of Christ as the 
~ secontl Adam (Weiss) is alien from the context, which presents to us the 


relation, not of the second man to the first man, but of the God-man to 


ordinary humanity.—~kai oxhu. ebp. d¢ avOpor.] to be closely connected with 
the preceding participial affirmation, the thought of which is emphatically 
evhuusted: “andin fashion was found as ainan,” so that the divine nature 
(the Logos-nature) was not perceived in Him. oyjua, habitus, which 

receives its more precise reference from the context, denotes here the 
entire outwardly perceptible mode.and form, the whole shape of the phe- 
nomenon apparent to the senses, 1 Cor. vii. 814 Men sawin Christ a 


LOur passage contains notrace of Docetism, _ particularly when we consider the thoroughly 
“even if Paul had, instead of d8pdmwy, used ethical occasion and basis of the passage ag an 
the singular, which he might just as well exhibition of the loftiest example of humility 
have written here as os avOpomes in the (comp. Rich. Schmidt, p. 178). Nevertheless, 
sequel, in place of. which he might also have. Beysehlag has repeated that objection, 

used ds dv@pwra. This applies in opposition 2To this also amounts the not, so precisely 
to Lange, apost, Zeitalt, I. p.18l,and Lechler, and methodically expressed explanation of 
p- 66, Even Philippi, @Zaubenst. IV, 1, p.472, Philippi: Since Christ remained in the divine 
is-of opinion that the above-named interpre- form, His assumption of the slave-form con- 
tation amounts to-Docetism. But Christ was. sisted “in the withdrawal of the rays of the 


_in fact, although perfect man, nevertheless . 
something 80 much more exalted, that the | 
phrase év ézouiu, avdp, must have vindicated: 


itself to ‘the. believing consciousness of the 
readers without. any | misconception, “and 


: especially without that of Docetism, which 
Baur introduces into it (neutest. Theol. p. 269), 


divine glory which continued to dwell in His 


. flesh, and which He only veiled and subdued with 


the curtain of the flesh.” Thus also does Calvin 


depict it: the carnis humilitas was instar 
- veli, gio divina majestas tegedatur. 


8 Pflugk, ad Eur, Hee, 619. 
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human form, bearing, language, action, mode of life, wants and their satis- 


faction, etc., in general the stafe and relations of a human being, so that in 
the entire mode of His appearance He made Himself known and was 
recognized (ebpe0.) as a mun. In His external character, after He had laid 
aside the divine form which He had previously had,! there was observed 
no difference between His appearance and that of a man, although the 
subject of His appearance was at the same time essentially divine. The o¢ 
With érdp. does not simply indicate what He was recognized to be (Weiss); 
this would have been expressed by évfp. alone; but He was found as o 
man, not invested with other qualities. The Vulgate well renders it, “inventus 
ut homo.” This included, in particular, that He presented and manifested 
in Himself the human odpf, human weakness and susceptibility of death 
(2 Cor. xiii. 4; Rom. vi. 9; Acts xxvi. 23). 

Ver. 8 8,” "Rranstyces is placed with great emphasis at the head of a new 
sentence (see on ver..7), and without any ee particle: He has 
humbled Himself. ‘Eauréy is not prefixed as in ver. 7; for in ver. 7 the 
stress, according to the object in view, was laid on the si re ses of 
the action, but here on the reflexive action itself. The relation to éévwoe 
is climactic, not, however, as if Paul did not regard the self-renunciation 
(ver..7) as being also self-hemiliation, but in so far as the former manifested 
in the most extreme way the character of ratsiveae in the shameful death 
of Jesus. It is a climactic parallelism (comp. on. iy. 9) in which the two 
predicates, although the former in the nature of the case already includes 
the latter (in opposition to Hofmann), are kept apart as respects the 
essential points of their appearance in historical development. Bengel 
well remarks: “Status exinanitionis gradatim profundior.” Hoelemann, 
mistaking. this, says: “He humbled Himself even below His dignity as 
man.’—yevdu. trpxooc| The aorist participle is quite, like the participles 
in ver. 7, simultaneous with the governing verb : so that He became obedient. 
This érfxoog is, however, not to be defined by “eaptentibus se, damnantibus 
et interficientibus” (Grotius); nor is it to be referred to the law, Gal. iv. 4 
(Olshausen), but to God (Rom. v.19; Heb. v. 8 f), whose will and counsel 
(comp. e.g. Matt. xxvi. 42) formed the ground determining the obedience. 
Comp. ver. 9: did cat 6 Oedg «7.4. The expression itself glances back to 


pops. Sobaov; “obedientia servum decet,” Bengel.—uéype @avdrov] belongs 


to brhe. yevdu., not to érax. gar. (Bengel, Hoelemann)—which latter con-- 


- nection is arbitrarily assumed, dismembers the discourse, and would leave 


a too vague and feeble definition for érar. gavr.in the mere brqx. yevdu. 
By pzéypt death is pointed out as the culminating point, as the highest degree, 
up to which He obeyed, not merely as the temporal goal (van Hengel), 
Comp. 2 Tim, ii. 9; Heb. xii, 4; Acts xxii. 4; Matt. xxvi.38, This extreme 


Crit: p.110 By; ripavvoy oxque, Soph. Ant. 1154; 
Bur. Med. 1039; Plat. Polit. p..267 C: oyijpe 


Baawduxdy, p. 290 D: ray iepdavcxjua; Den. 


690.21: taypérov oxfua; Lucian, Cyn. 17: rd 
épby oxjua rd 8 deeérepov; also, in the plural, 


Ken. Mem. ili. 10.7; Lucian, D. Mf. xx, 5. 


1Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. G44 f.: dwearde 
@edv év oxjmart avOpwrov. Comp. p..744) rey 
Bagiréa TOy otpavor, toy éni yys pavevra ev 
poppy avOparov Trarewocews. How these pas-: 


. Sages agree with the Nazaraic character of. 


the book, is not.a point for discussion here... 
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height reached by His obedience was, however, just the extreme depth of 
the humiliation, and thereby at the same time its end; comp. Acts viii. 
883 Isa, iti. 8. Hofinann groundlessly takes imu. yiveotae in the sense a 
; showing obedience (comp. on Gal. iv. 12). The obedience of Christ wa 


an ethical becoming (Heb. v. 8).—favdrov 62 oravp.] rovréote rod émixarapérou 


(comp. Gal. 11. 18; H eb. xii. 2), rad relic avduoig agapiopévov, Theophylact. 
The dé, with the repetition of the same word (comp. Rom. iii, 22, ix. 80), 
presents, just like the German aber, the more precisely defined idea, in 


contradistinction to the idea which is previously left without this special 


definition: unto deuth, but what kind of death? unto the most shameful 
and most painful, unto the death of the cross? 


REMARK 1—According to our explanation, vy. 6-8 may be thus paraphrased : 
Jesus Christ, when He found Himself in. the heavenly mode of existence of divine glory, 
did not permit Efimself the thought of using His equality with God for the purpose of 


seizing possessions and honor for Himself on earth: No, He emptied himself of the. 


divine glory, inasmuch as, notwithstanding His God-equal nature, He took upon Him 
the mode of existence of a slave of God, so that He entercd into the likeness of men, and 
in His outward bearing and appearance manifested Himself not otherwise than as w 
man, Ie hunbled Himself, so that He became obedient unto God, ete. According to 
the explanation of our dogmatic writers, who refer vv. 6-8 to the earthly life of 
Christ, the sense comes to this: “Christum jam inde a primo conceptionis momento 
— divinam gloriam et majestatem sibi secundum humanan naturam communicatam plena 
usurpatione exserere et tanquam Deum se gerere potuisse, sed abdicasse se plenarto ejus 
usu et humilem se exhibuisse, patrique suo coelesti obedientem factum esse usque ad 
mortem erucis” (Quenstedt), The most thorough exposition of the passage and 
demonstration in this sense, though mixed with much polemical matter against 
the Reformed and the Socinians, are given by Calovius. The point of the orthodox 
view, in the interest of the full Deity of the God-man, lies in the fact that Paul 


~. is discoursing, not de humiliatione INCARNATIONIS, but. de humiliutione INCARNATI 


Among the Reformed theologians, Calvin and Piscator substantially agreed with 
our [Lutheran] orthodox expositors. 

Remark 2.—On a difference in the dogmatic understanding of vy. 6-8, when 
men sought to explain more precisely the doctrine of the Church (Form. Cone. 8), 
was based the well-known controversy carried on since 1616 between the theolo- 

gians of Tiibingen and those of Giessen. The latter (Fenerborn and Menzer) 
assigned to Jesus Christ in His state of humiliation the «rjovc of the divine attri- 
butes, but denied to Him their ypfoc, thus making the «évwore a renunciation of 
the xpyore, ~The Tiibingen school, on the other hand (Thummius, Lue. Osiander, 
and Nicolai), not separating the xrjove and ypfarc, arrived at the conclusion of a 
hidden and imperceptible use of the divine attributes, and consequently made the 
kévuote a xpinue rig xphoeac, See the account of all the points of controversy in 
Dorner, II. 2, p..661 ff, and especially Thomasius, Christi Pers. w Werk, UL. p. 
429 ff. The Saxon Decisio, 1624, taking part with the Giessen divines, rejected 
the xpbyuc, without thoroughly refuting it, and even without avoiding unnecessary 
concessions to it according to the For mala Coneor "diae: (pp. 608, 767), so that the 


” 18ee Klotz, ad Devar. p. 861, and Baeumlein, Pert Lp 168 £,; ‘Blend, Len. Soph. I, p. 
oe Partik, Pp a5 and the, examples in Horlnig, oe 
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disputed questions remained open and the controversy itself only came to a close. 
through final weariness. Among the dogmatic writers of the present day, 
Philippi is decidedly on the side of the Giessen school, See his Glaudensl. TV. 1, 
p. 279 ff. ed. 2. It is certain that, according to our passage, the idea of the xévworg. 
is clearly and decidedly to be maintained, and the reducing of it to a Kpinfug 
rejected. But, since Paul expressly refers the éavrav éxévwce to the jeopon Bod, 
and consequently to the divine mode of appearance, while he makes the eivae loa 
Ge@ to subsist with the assumption of the yopgi dovdod, just as subsequently the. 
Incarnate One appears only as dy épocdpare dotp. and as oxhpare og av0p.; 
and since, further, in the case of the arfote of the divine attributes thus laid 
down, the non-use of them—because as divine they necessarily cannot remain 
dormant (John y, 17, ix. 4)—is in itself inconceivable and incompatible with the 
Gospel history; the «roe and the xpiow must therefore be inseparably kept 
together. But, setting aside the conception of the xpiyue as foreign to the N. T., 
this possession and use of the divine attributes are to be conceived as having, by 


‘the renunciation of the yopd? Got in virtue of the incarnation, entered upon a 


human development, consequently as conditioned, not as absolute, but as thean- 
thropic. At the same time, the self-consciousness of Jesus Christ necessarily 
remained the self-consciousness of the Son of God developing Himself humanly, 
or (according to the Johannine phrase) of the Logos that had become flesh, who 
was the povoyerig wapd matpéc; see the numerous testimonies in John’s Gospel, 
as iii, 18, viii. 58, xvii. 5, vy. 2¢.. “Considered from a purely exegetical point of 
view, there is no clearer and more certain result of the interpretation of Seripture 
than the proposition, that the Kyo of Jesus on earth was identical with the Ego 
which was previously in glory with the Father; any division of the Son speaking 
on earth into two Eyos, one of whom was the eternally glorious Logos, the other 
the humanly humble Jesus, is rejected by clear testimonies of Scripture, how- 
ever intimate we may seek to conceive the marriage of the two during the earthly 
life of Jesus ;” Liebner in the Jahrb. f. Deuische Theol. 1858, p. 862. That which 
the divine Logos laid aside in the incarnation was, according to our passage, the 
Hopd? Ocod, that is, the divine dd&a as a form of existence, and not the elvac toa 
Oz@ essentially and necessarily constituting His nature, which He retained,! and 


to which belonged, just as essentially and necessarily, the divine—and conse- 


quently in Him who had hecome man the divine-human—self-consciousness? 
But as this cannot find its adequate explanation either in the absolute consciousness’ 
of Ged, or in the archetypal character which Schleiermacher assigned to Christ, or 
in the idea of the religious gentus (Al, Schweizer), or in that of the second Adam 
created free from original sin, whose personal development proceeds as a gradual 
incarnation of God and deification of man (Rothe), so we must by no means say, 


with Gess, v. d. Pers. Chr. p. 304 f£, that in becoming incarnate the Logos had 


Jaid aside His self-consciousness, in order to get it back again only in the gradual _ 
course of development of a human soul, and that merely in the form of a human 


self-consciousness. See, in opposition to this, Thomasius, Christi Pers. u. Werk, 


1Comp. Disterdieck, Apolog. Abh. III. p. | the Christology, may at least be regarded as 
67 ff. : ; probable from his frequent and long. inter- 
2 Paul agrees in substance with the Logos course with Asia, and also from his relation — 
doctrine of John, but has not. adopted the © to Apollos. His conception, however, is just 
form of. Alexandrine speculation. That the — as little Apollinarian as that of John;.comp. 


latter was known to him in its application to © on Rom. i,3f.; Col. i, 15. 
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IL. p. 198 ie ‘Schoeberlein | in the Figne fe D. Th. 1871, p. 471 ay comp. the Tittén’s 

Goria: des Glaubens, 1872, 3. The various views which have been adopted 
on the part of the more recent Lutheran Christologists,' diverging from the 
doctrine of the Formula Concordiae in setting forth Christ’s humiliation (Dorner: 
a gradual ethical blending into one another of the divine and human lie in immanent 
development ; Thomasius: sel/-limitation, ae. partial self-renunciation of the divine 
Logos ; chiar: the entrance of the Logos into.a process of becoming, that is, into 
a divine-human development), do not fall to be examined here in detail ; “they 
Lelong to the province of Dogmatics. See the discussions on the subj ait by 


Dorner, in the Jakrb. f, Deutsche Theol. 1858, 2, 1857, 2, 1858, 3; Brvemel, in the 


Kirehl. Zeitschr, of Kliefoth and Mejer, 1857, p. 144 ff; Liebner, in the Jahrb. f. 


- Deutsehe Theol. 1858, p. 849 ff; Hasse, ibid, p. 386 ff; Salineber lein, Le. p. 459 ££; 
-Thomasius, Chr. Pers. u. Werk, L. pp. 192, 642 fh; Philippi, Dogmat. LV. 1, 

‘p, 864 ff—According to Schoeberlein, the Son of God, ea He became man, did 

not give up: His operation in governing the world in conjunction with the Father. 


and the Holy Spirit, but continved to exercise it with divine consciousness in 


heaven.. Thus -the dilemma cannot be avoided, either of supposing a dual person. 


ality of Christ, or of assuming, with Schoeberlein, that heaven 7s not local. Not 
only the former, however, but the latter view also, would be opposed to the 


entire N..T. 


Ver. 9 The exaltation of Christ,—by the description of which, grand jn 
its simplicity, His example becomes all the more encouraging and aninat- 


ing.—sii} for a recompense, on account of this self-denying renunciation 
and humiliation in obedience to God («ai, also, denotes the accession of 


‘the corresponding consequence, Luke i. 85; Acts x. 29; Rom. i, 24, iv. 22; 
— Heb. xiii. 12). Comp, Matt. xxiii, 12; Luke xxiv. 26. ‘Nothing but a dog- 
matic, anti-heretical assumption could have recourse to the interpretation 
which is at variance with linguistic usage: quo facto (Calvin, Calovius, 


Glass, Wolf, and others). The conception of recompense (conrp. Heb. 1. 9, 
xii..2) is justified by the voluntariness of what Christ did, vv. 6-8, as well 
as by the ethical nature of the obedience with which He did. it, and only 
excites offence if we misunderstand the Subordinatianism in the Christ- 


ology of the Apostle. Augustine well says: “Humilitas claritatis est 


meritum, claritas humilitatis praemiun. ” Thus Christ’s saying in Matt. 
xxiii. 12 was gloriously fulfilled in His own case. —inrepirpace| comp. 


» Song of Three Child. 28 ff; LAX, Ps, xxxvi. 37, xevi. 10;. Dan. iv. 84; 


1§chenker’s ideal transference of Christ's as the principle of a person;—while Keerl 


pre-existence simply into the self-consciousness 


of God, which in the person of Christ founda 


perfeat sel-maniféstation like to humanity, 
boldly renounees all the results of historical 
exegesis during a whole generation, and goes 
back to the standpoint of Léffier and. others, 


and also further, to: that of the Socinians. 
». Comp; on John xyil.5; Yet even: Beyschlag’s 
Christology leads no farther than to an ideal® 
= pre-existence of Christ as archetype of hu a 
= many; and that noha 43.4 person, but merely: 


(d. Gotimensch, das Ebenbild .Gottes, 1806), in 
unperceived direct opposition to onr passage 
and to the entire N.T., pits the Son ‘of God 
already as Son of man in absolute (not earthly) 


corporeality as'pre-existent into the glory of — 
heaven. . From. 1 Cor. xvi-47 the conception 


of the pre-existence of Christ as-a heavenly, 


pneumatic man and archetype of hamanity 
_(Holsten, Biedermann, and. others) can only 
be obtained through misapprehension of the - 
ineaning! Bee on Cor. Zo, and Grimm, p. 61 {fh 
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CHAP. In. 9, 10. 81 
‘Synes. Ep. p. 225 A; it isnot found elsewhere among Greek authors, by 
whom, however, éxepinbyioc, exceedingly high, is used. He made Him very 
high, exceedingly exalted, said by way of superlative contrast to the pre- 
vious érazetvucer, of the exaltation to the fellowship of the highest glory and 
dominion, Rom. viii. 17; 2 Tim: ii. 12; Eph. i. 21, al.; John xii. 82,. xvii. 
5.4 This exaltation has taken place by means of the ascension (Eph. iv. 
10), by which Jesus Christ attained to the right hand of God (Mark xvi. 
19; Acts vii. 55 £.; Rom. viii. 84; Eph. i. 20 £; Col. iii. 1; Heb. i. 3, viii. 1, 
x. 12, xii.2; 1 Tim. iii. 16; 1 Pet. iii. 22), although it is not this local mode, 
but the exaltation viewed as a state which is, according to the context, 
expressed by trepin It is quite unbiblical (John xvii. 5), and without 
lexical authority, to take trép ag intimating: more than previously (Grotius, 
Beyschlag)—éyapicuro] He granted (i. 29), said*from the point of view of 
the subordination, on which also what follows (xhpiog .. . sig Séfav Ocod 
marpéc) is based. Even Christ receives the recompense as God’s gift of 
grace, and hence also He prays Him for it, John xvii. 5. The glory of the 
exaltation did not stand to that possessed before the incarnation in the rela- 
tion of a plus, but it affected the entire divine-human person, that entered 
on the regnum gloriae.—rd dvoua| is here, as in Eph. i. 21, Heb. i. 4, to be 
‘taken in the strictly literal gense, not as dignitas or gloria (Heinrichs, 
Hoelemann, and many others), a sense which it might have ex adjuncto 
(see the passages in Wetstein and Hoelemann), but against which here 
the following é 76 évduare Inaod is decisive. The honor and dignity of | 
the name of Jesus are expressed by ra tatp wav évoua, but are not implied 
in. 7d évoua of itself. Nor is itto be understood of an appellative name, as 
some have referred it to «tpeog in ver. 11 (Michaelis, Keil, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, van Hengel, Schneckenburger, Weiss, Hofmann, Grimm); others 
to vidg Oeod (Theophylact, Pelagins, Estius); and some even to Ocde (Am- 
brosiaster, Oecumenius, and again Schultz; but see on Rom. ix. 5). In 
accordance with the context—ver. 11, comp. with ver. 6—the thought is: 
“ God has, by His exaltation, granted to Him that the name ‘Jesus Christ? 
surpasses all names in glory.” The expression of this thought in the form: 
God has granted to Him the name, ete., cannot seem strange, when we take 
into account the highly poetic strain of the passage. 
Ver. 10 f. Iva] This exaltation, ver. 9, was to have, in accordance with 
the divine purpose, general adoration and confession as its result,—a con- 
tinuation of the contrast with the previous state of self-renunciation and 
humiliation. In the mode of expression there may be detected a remin- 
iscence. of Isa. xlv. 23 (Rom. xiv. 11)—The é 7a évdu, *I., emphatically 
prefixed, affirms that, in the name of Jesus, 7. e. in what is involved in that | — 
most glorious name “Jesus Christ,” and is present to the conception of 
the subjects as they bend their knees, is to be found the moving ground... 
of this latter action (comp. Ps. xiii. 5; 1 Kings xviii. 24; 1 Chron. xvi. 10, 


1In the conception of the “exaltation” tion to the doctrine of pre-existence . (in ' 
» Paul agrees with John, but does riot convey __ opposition to Pfleiderer, & ¢. p.- 517), but a 
expressly the notion of the return to the. . consequence of the more: dialectically acute ° 
Father. This is not an inconsistency in rela- distinction of ideas in Paul, since that change 


6s. 
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aly 1 Cor. vi, 11: Eph. vy. 20; - Col iii. 7: 1 Pet. iv. 14, 16; Jas. Vv. 19. 
The bowing of the Ines represents adoration, of which it is the symbol (Isa. 
xlv. 23; Rom. xiv. 11, xi. 4; Eph. iii. 14; 3 Esdr. viii. 73; 8 Macc. ii. 15. 
and in Greek writers from. Homer onward); and the subject to be adored. 
is, according to the context (év 76 évdu, "I., and comp. ver. 11), none other 
than Jesus, the adoring worship of whom has its warrant in the fellowship 
_of the divine government and of the divine ééga to which He. is exalted 
(comp. the habitual émuadeloOas 7d dvopa Kupiov, Ron x12 £31 Corsi 23.2 
Tim. ii. 22; Acts vii. 59, ix. 14, 21, xxii. 16), but has also at the same time 
“its peculiar character, not absolute, but relative, 7. ¢. conditioned by the 
relation of the exalted Son to the Father’—a peculiarity which did not ° 
escape the observation of Pliny (Zp. x. 97: “ Christo quasi Deo”), and was, 
although only very casually and imperfectly, expressed by him. This 
adoration (comp. ver. 11, ele déFav Ocod xazpdc) does not infringe that strict 
monotheism, which sould ascribe absolute deity to. the Father only John 
- xvii. 3; Eph. iv. 5; 1 Cor. xii. 6, viii. 6; 1 Tim. vi 15 f); the Father only 
is 6 op éni rdvtav Orde, Rom. ix. 5 (comp. Ignat. Tars..interpol..5), 6 Osdg 
absolutely, God also of Christ (see on Eph. i. 17), the Oed¢ 6 ravroxparup (2 
Cor. vi. 18; Rev. i, 8, iv. 8, al); and the Son, although of like nature, as 
sbrvOpovog and. partaker of His sééa, is subordinate to Him (1 Cor. xi. 3, xv. ° 
27 -f,), as in turn the Spirit is to the Son (2 Cor. iii. 18); the honor which 
is to be paid to the Son (Rev. v. 8 ff) has its principle John v. 22 f) and 
aim (ver. 11) in the Father, and therefore the former is to be honored as _ 
the Father, and God in Christ fills and moves the consciousness of him 
who prays to Christ. According to van Hengel, it is not the adoration 
of Jesus which is here intended, but that of God under application of the 
name of Jesus; and de Wette also thinks it probable that Paul only 
intended to state that every prayer should be made in the name of Jesus 
‘as the Mediator («ipioc). Comp. also Hofmann: “the praying to. God, . 
determined in the person praying by the consciousness of his relation to Jesus 
as regulating his action.” Instead of this we should rather say: the pray- 
ing to Jesus, determined by the consciousness of the relation of Jesus to 
God (of the Son to the Father), as regulating the action of the person 
praying. All modes of explaining away the adoration as offered fo. Jesus 
Himself are at variance not only with the context generally, which has to 
‘do swith the honor of Jesus, making Him the object of the adoration, but 
also with the word érovupaviovy which follows, because the mediatorship of 
~ Jesus, which is implied in the atonement, does not affect the angels as its 
— objects (comp., onthe contrary, Heb. i. 4, 6). The two sentences may 
not be separated from one another (in opposition to 1 ofmann); but, on. 
the contrary, it must be maintained that the personal object, to whom the 
- bowing of the knee as well as the confession with the tongue applies, is 
Z dems. Taneaetaly erroneous is the view v which makes # év 79. dvdu, equiva 


OK, 


“of condition affected the entire ‘Christ, the “Bee Litekee, de invoeat, Jes, Ch. Gott, 1843, 
_God-man, whereas. the subject. of. the Pre opel fy; comp. setae Urspr. d. eS 
pon exisense) was athe Logos. . a ae, ae 


lemme 
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“lent to cig rd dvoua, for the glorification of His dignity (Heinrichs, Flatt, and 
others), or as a paraphrase for év Ijoot (Estius; Rheinwald leaves either of — 
the two to be chosen); while others, by the interpretation “ quoties auditur 
nomen,’ brought out a sense which is altogether without analogy in the 
N.T. See, in opposition to this, Calvin: “ quasi vox (the word Jesus) esset:- 
magica, quae totam in sono vim haberet inclusam.”—éroupaview x.7.4.] every 
knee of Acavenly beings (those to be found in heaven), and those on earth, 
and those under the earth, is to bow, none is to remain unbent; that is, every 
one from these three classes shall bow his knees (plural). éroup. includes 
the angels (Eph. i. 20 f, iii. 10; Heb. i. 4, 6; 1 Pet. i. 12, iii. 22); éncy. the 
human beings on earth (comp. Plat. Ax. p. 868 B: éxtyewe dvOparec); and 
xatay@, the dead in Hades (comp. Hom, Il. ix. 457: Zede xarayOdvi0¢, Pluto: 
karaxfdviot Jainevec, the Manes, Anthol. vii. 888) The adoration on the part 
of the latter, which Grotins and Hofmann misinterpret, presupposes the 
descensus Ch. ad inferos, Eph. iv. 9, in which He presented Himself to the 
spirits in Hades as the xépeoc. Our passage, however, does not yield any 
further particulars regarding the so-called descent into hell, which 
Schweizer has far too rashly condemned as “a myth without any foundation 
in Scripture.” Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, and 
many others, including Baumgarten-Crusius and Wiesinger, have incor- 

rectly understood, by cava. the Daemones, which is an- erroneous view, 
because Paul does not regard the Daemones as being in Hades (see, on 
the contrary, at Eph. ii. 2, vi. 12), There is an arbitrary rationalizing in 
Heinrichs, who takes the words as reuters: “omnes rerum creatarum com- 
plexus” (comp. Nésselt and J. B. Lightfoot), and already in Beza: “ quicte- 
cunque et supra mundum sunt et in mundo.” We meet with the right 
view as early as Theodoret. The Catholics referred cara. to those who 
are in purgatory ; so Bisping still, and Dollinger, Christenth. wu. Kirche, p. 
262, ed. 2—As regards the realization of the divine purpose expressed in. 
iva x.7.2., respecting the érysiwv, it was still in progress of development, but 
its completion (Rom. xi. 25) could not but appear to the Apostle near at. 
hand, in keeping with his expectation of the near end of the alav ovToe. 


1 Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Bretschneider, 
and others, arrived at this interpretation 
simply by understanding é 7d. dvén. as ad 
nomen (comp. Grotius: “nuncupato nomine”); 
but Hoelemann, with forced subtilty, by the 
anulysis: “quasi. cirewmsonitum appellatione 
nominis.” | 
» £Camp, Rev. v.13; Ignat. Zrall. 9, and the 
similar classical use of troxédrios, bd yaiav 
| (Eur. Hee. 149, and Pfingk in loe.). , 

3To transfer, with Grotius, Hofmann, and 
Grimm, the genuflexion of the dead to the 
period after the resurrection, so that, according 
to Hofmann, the carayOdvior “sleep below and 
await their resurrection and shall then adore 
“and confess,” would be: entirely erroneous, 
mixing up with the direct, poetically plastic 
», deseription of the apostle a remotely sug- 


gested reflection. He views the bowing of the 
knee, as it has been done and is continuously 
being done, and not as it will be done by an 
entire class only in the future, after the Parou- 
sia. Wiesinger, however, has also placed the 
realization of the wa wap ydvu kdpary meta. at 
the end of the world, when the knees, which 
hitherto had’ not willingly bent, would be © 
forced to do so (1 Cor, xv. 25f.). On this point 
he appeals:to Rom. xiv. 11, where, however, 
the whole text is dealing with the last judg- 
ment, which is not the case here. Besides, 
ev 7 ovduare is far from leading us to the 
idea of an adoration partially forced; itrather 
presupposes the faith, of which the. bowing 
of the knee and: the confession’ which . fol- 
lows are the free living action; comp. Rom. 
x. 9. ; 
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Observe, moreover, how he emphasizes the universality of the divine pur- 


“pose (iva) with regard to the bowing the knees and confession with the 


tongue so strongly by way yévy and réea yiéoon, that the arbitrary limitation 
which makes him mean only those who desire lo give God the glory (of- 
mann) is out of the question. 
Ver. 11 appends the express confession otahined: with the adoration in 
ver. 10, in doing which the concrete form of. representation is continued, 


comp. Rom. xiv. 113 Isa. xlv. 23; hence yadéoca is tongue, correlative to the 
previous ydrv, not ‘lonpuage (Thesdoret, Beza, and others).—éfouo2.] a , 
strengthening compound. Comp. on Matt. iti. 6. Respecting the. Suture 


(see the critical remarks) depending on iva, see on Gal. ii. 4; Eph. vi. 3; 1 
Cor. ix. 18 —«hpeoc] predicate, placed first with strong emphasis . that Lord 
is Jesus Christ. ae is the specific confession of the aposiolie ehurch (Rom. 
x. 9; 2 Cor. iv. 5; Acts ii, 36), whose antithesis is: avafleya "Iyoote 1 Cor, 
xii :3.° ‘The xpi eva refers to the fellowship of the divine dominion 
(comp. on Eph. i, 22 f, iv. 10; 1 Cor. xv. 27-£); hence it is not to be limited 
to the rational creatures (Hoclemann, following Flatt and others), or to the 
church (Rheinwald, Schenkel).—ei¢ déz. cob rarp.] may be attached to. the 
entire bipartite clause of purpose (Hofmann). Sinee, however, in. the 
second part a.modification of the expression is introduced by the future, it 
ig more probably to be joined to this portion, of which the éelic destination, 
ie, the final cause, is specified: It is nat to be connected merely with 
‘ktpiog “IT. X., a8 Bengel wished: “J. Ch. esse dominum, guippe qué sit in 
gloria Det patris,” making ec stand for év, for which the Vulgate, Pelagius, 
_ Estius, and others also took it.. Schneckenburger also, p. 841 (comp. Cal- 
vin, Rheinwald, Matthies, Hoelemann), joins it with xépeoo, but. takes ei¢ 


- d6Fav rightly: to the honor, But, in accordance with ver. 9, ib was self-— 


~ evident that the xupiorye OF the Son tends to the honor of the Father; and 
the point of importance forthe full conclusion was not this, but to bring 
into prominence that the universal confessing recognition of the xeperng of 
Jesus Christ glorifies the Father (whose will and. vou Christ’s entire work 
of salvation i is; see especially Eph. i.; Rom. xv. 7-9; 2 Cor. i. 20), whereby 
-alone the exaltation, which Christ has received as a recompense from the 
Father, appears in its fullest splendor. Comp. John xii. 28, xvii. 1. The 
whole contents of ver. 9 f.is parallel to the év popi Ocot, namely, as the 
- recompensing re-clevation to this original estate, now accorded to the 
divine-human person after the completion of the work of humiliation. 
Complicated and at variance with the words is the view of van Hengel, that 
é€auod. ete dé§av Ocot is oe to &ouor, O26, to praise God (Gen. xxix. 34, 
al. ; Rom. xv. 9; Matt. xi. 25; Luke x. 21), and that é éreis quod; hence: “lau- 


- dibus celebrarent, quod hune filium suum principem. fecerit regni divini.” 


‘Rime. Brom vv. 6-11, Baur, phe Schwegler follows, derives ‘his argue 


ments for the assertion that our epistle moves in the circle of Gnostic ideas and 
_Szpressions, and must therefore pee to the » Post-apostolic period of Gnostic 


VTts idea is, that Christ e divests Himself, - receive se Unek that of which He has divested 
of ‘that which He alreudy. is, in order to Himself, owith the full reality, of the: idea .~ 





est 
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speculation. But with the true explanation of the various points these arguments! 
fall to pieces of themselves. For (1) if rd elvac ioa OG be related to év poppy Oecd 
elvat as the essence to its adequate manifestation, and if our explanation of dpmay- 
#6¢ be the linguistically correct one, then must the Gnostic conception of the Aeon 
Sophia--which vehemently desired to penetrate into the essence of the original 
Father (Iren. Heer. i, 2. 2), and thus before the close of the world’s course (Theol. 
Jahrb. 1349, p. 507 ff) wished to usurp forcibly something not de jure belonging 
to it (Paulus, I. p. 51 ff)—be one entirely alien and dissimilar to the idea of our 
passage. But this conception is just as inconsistent with the orthodox explanation 
of our passage, as with the one which takes the eivac ica Oc as something future 
and greater than the pop¢y Ozod; since in the case of the vopdy, as. well as in that 
of the ica, the full fellowship in the divine nature is already the relation assumed 
as existing. Consequently (2) the éavrév éxévwoe cannot be explained by the idea, 
according to which the Gnostics made that Aeon, which desired to place itself in 
unwarranted union with the Absolute, fall from the Plerome to the xévwya—ag to 
which Baur, in this alleged basis for the representation of our passage, lays down 
merely the distinction, that Paul gives a moral turn to what, with the Gnostics, 
had a purely speculative signification (“ Whilst, therefore, in the Gnostic view, 
that dprayudc indeed actually takes place, but as an unnatural enterprise neutral-. 
izes itself, and has, as its result, merely something negative, in this case, in virtue 
of a moral self-determination, matters cannot come to any such dprayydés; and 
the negutive, which even in this case occurs, not in consequence of an act that has 
failed, but of one which has not taken place at all, is the voluntary self-renuncia- 
tion and self-denial by an act of the will, an éavrév xevodv instead of the yevéotlas év 
kevouare”), (3) That even the notion of the xopd7 Ocod arose from the language 
-used by the Gnostics, among whom the expressions “op9#, “opgody, Réppwale, were ” 
_ very customary, is all the more arbitrarily assumed by Baur, since these expres- 
sions were very prevalent generally, and are not specifically Gnostic designations ; 
indeed, opoy Ocot is not once used by the Gnostics, although it is current among 
other authors, including philosophers (e.g. Plat. Rep, p. 881 C: pévec det dade iv 
Th aitot poppy, comp. p. 381 Bs gear av mohAac popoac ie you 6 Oxéc). Further, 
(4) the erroneousness of the view, which in the phrases év duotapare avfpéray and 
oxhpar. eipebeig wo avip. discovers a Gnostic Docetism, is self-evident from, the 
explanation of these expressions in accordance with the context (see on the . 
passage); and Chrysostom and his successors have rightly brought out the essen- 
tial difference between what the apostle says in ver. 7 and the Docetie conceptions 
(Theophylact: ob« yy dé 76 gaivdusvoy pdvov, namely, man, aAAd Kal Oede, ob« gy 
wWtAog dvopurog. Ard rovrd gyi &v duoto parc avOparwr jpeic pev yap puyy Kal oda, 
éxeivoc Sé ypuyy Kat cone kai Ové¢ «7.4. Theodoret: wepi tov Adyou rabra daw, bre 
Ged¢ dy ody Ewpdro Cede tiv avilpwreiay wepixeizevog Pbow «.T.2.), Comp. on Rom. 
‘will. 8. Lastly, (5). even the three categories éroupavion xai émey. Kal xarayxé., and 
also the notion of the descensus ad inferos which the latter recalls, are alleged by 
Baur to be genuinely Gnostic. But the idea of the descent to Hades is not dis- 
tinctively Gnostic; it belongs to the N.'T., and is a necessary presupposition lying 
at the root of many passages (see on Luke xxiii. 43; Matt. xii. 40; Acts ii. 27; 


_ filled with its absolute contents,” Baur, Neu-. ut yet thinks itun-Pauline that the incarna- 
test. Theols p..265. : Paes? ; . -tion of Christ is represented detached from its 
iHinseh, Le. p, 76, does not adopt them, ~ reference to humanity.” This, however, is: not 
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Rem, x. 6 5 Eph. iv. 8 ff 2 it is, inf act, the premiss of the entire pellet in, 


Christ's resurrection é« vexpdv. That threefold division of all angels and men 
(see also Rev. v. 13) was, moreover, so uppropriate and natural in the connection 
of the passage (comp. the twofold division, cal vexpiy Kal Covrov, Rom. xiv. 9, 
Acts x. 42, 1 Pet. iv, 5 £, where only wen are in question), that its derivation 
from. nection cord onl be justitied in the event of the Gnostic character of 


our passage being demonstrated on other grounds, The whole hypothesis is 


engrafted on isolated expressions, which only become violently perverted into 
conceptions of this kind by the presupposition of a Gnostic atmosphere. Accord- 


ing to the Gnostie view, it would perhaps have been said of the Aeon Sophia: 8¢ 


éy peoppy Qedd brdpyur ov mpoaraeatias Pyhaarto eg 7) wAppupa tov Osod x.7.A. The 
-aposile's expressions agree entirely with the Christology of his other epistles; it is 
from these and from his own genuine Gnosis laid down in them, that his words 
are to be understood fully and rightly, and not from the iheceaphic phantasma- 
- goria of any subsequent. Gnosis whatever. 


Ver. 12! [On wv. 12, 18, see Note XT. pages 111, 112.] To this great 
example of Jesus Paul now annéxes another general admonition, which 


essentially corresponds with that given in i. 27, with which he began all» 


this hortatory portion of the epistle (i, 27-11, 18)—éere] [XI b.] itaque, 
draws. an inference from the example of Christ (vv. 6-11), who by the path 
of self-renunciation attained to so glorious a recompense, Following this 
example, the readers are, just as they had always been obedient, etc., to 


work out their own salvation with the utmost solicitude. tayxoboare is not, 


_ indeed, correlative with yevdu. drjxoog in ver. 8 (LTheophylact, Calovius, 
Bengel, and others), as the latter was in what preceded only an accessory 
definition; but the owrypia is correlative with the exaltation of Christ 
described in ver. 9, of which the future salvation of Christians is the 
analogue, and, in fact, the joint participation (Rom. viii. 17; Eph. ii. 6; 
Col. ii. 12 £, il) 3.£)* Since, therefore, dere has its logical basis in what 
immediately precedes, it must not be looked upon as an inference from all 


_the previous admonitions, i. 26. {£., from which it draws the general result (de 


 Wette). It certainly introduces the recapitulation of all the previous 
exhortations, and winds them up (on account of the new exhortation 
which follows, see. on ver. 14) as in iv, 1; 1 Thess. iv. 18; Rom. vil. 12; 1 
~ Cor. iil. 21, iv. 5, v. 8, xi. 83, xiv. 89, xv. 58, but in such a way that it joins 
on lo what was last discussed. It is least of all admissible to make, with 
Hofmann, dere point backwards to rAypéoaré pov tr. yapdv in ver. 2, so. that 


this prayer “is repeated in a definitive manner” by the exhortation intro- 


- duced hes — In that case the apostle, in order to be understood, must 


: ‘the case, ag may ha gathered “frorn the con-” as a parenthesis, and, finally, the. apodosis to 


nection.of the passage in its practic albearing follow in wdévra «7A. Against this. view may 


with ver, 4 (ra érépwv), Me aunply. urged the fact, that p} os (2 Thess, 


1 Linden, in the Stud. 3 Us rit, 1860, p. ‘Ti 50, Pe ; Philem, 14; 2 Cor, ix. 6) cannot be 
attempted a new explanation of vv. 12-14. 5 ejuaint to as Hy and that there must have 


According to this, ah és is to stand for @ os pay” been used not even as wij, but, on- account of ©. 
7 the negation of a purely actual relation, 6 OS. 


xarepyat. to be indicative, wh as 6... KaTepy. 


ce Belong f the prota, ver. 13 to be veaes = obK j to say’ ‘agthing of the involved construc. 
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at least have inserted a resumptive ody after éore, and in the following 
exhortation must have again indicated, in some way or other, the element 
of the muking joy.—xabise xévrore ixnxoboate} whom? is neither a question to 
be left. unanswered (Matthies), nor one which does not require an answer 
(Hofmann). The context yields the supplement here, as well as in Rom, 
vi. 16, Philem. 21,1 Pet. i. 14; and the right supplement is the uswal one, 
viz. mihi, or, more definitely, meo evangelio, as is plain, both from the words 
which follow yi} é¢ . .. axoucia yov, and also from the whole close personal 
relation, in which Paul brings home to the hearts of his readers his admo- 
nitions (from i. 27 down till ii. 18) as their teacher and friend. On sévrore, 
comp. arb rparyg quépac dype tod viv (i.5). We cannot infer from it a refer- 
ence to earlier epistles which have been lost (Ewald).—py dc... arovoig uov] 
belongs not to trgxoboare (Luther, Wolf, Heumann, Heinrichs, and others), 
as is evident from p42) é¢ and viv, but to Kcarepydtecbe, ‘so that the comma 
before mera $68ov is, with Lachmann, to be deleted. Comp. Grotius.—dc 
‘had to be inserted, because Paul would not and could, not give an admo- 
nition for a time when he would be present. Not perceiving this, B, min,, 
vss., and Fathers have omitted it. If é¢ were not inserted, Paul would 
say: that they should not merely in his presence work out their salvation. 
But with o¢ he says: thaé they are not to work out their own salvation in such 
a wey as if they were doing it in His presence’ merely (neglecting it, therefore, 
in His absence); nay, much more now, during His absence from them, they 
are to work it out with fear and trembling. There is nothing to be supplied 
along with é¢, which is the simple modal as, since jj é¢ is connected with 
the governing verb that follows in the antithesis (r. éaur. owr. narepydfecbe) 
as its prefixed negative modal definition: not as in my presence only (not as 
limiting it to this only) work out your salvation. And the 424 is the anti- 
thetic much more, on the contrary, nay. . Erasmus, Estius, Hoelemann, 
Weiss, Hofmann, and others, incorrectly join pévov with yj, and take ¢ in 
the sense of the degree: not merely so, as ye have dowe it, or would do it, 
in my absence; comp. de Wette, who assumes a blending of two com- 
parisons, as does also J. B. Lightfoot. It is arbitrary not to make pévoy 
belong to év r. rap. nov, beside which it stands; comp. also Rom. iv. 16 
(where r@ é« rod véuov forms one idea), iv. 23; 1 Thess. i. 5. Still more 
arbitrary is it to hamper the flow of the whole, and to break it up in such 
a way as to insert the imperative iraxotere after drpxotoare, and then to 
emake yerd ¢6Rov «7.2. a sentence by itself Hofmann). Moreover, in such 
a case the arrangement of the words in the alleged apodosis would be 
.Mogical; viv (or, more clearly, «ai viv) must have begun it, and udvory must 
have stood immediately after yj. [XT d.J—r0ar6 padrdaov] than if I were 
present; for now (viv), when they were deprived of the personal teaching, 
stimulus, guidance, and guardianship of the apostle, moral diligence and 
zealous solicitude were necessary for them in a far higher measure, in order 


tion, and of the so'special tenor of the alleged. more than in i. 26,a reference to the Parousia 

_-apodosis after a preparation of so grand and. _ of Christ, which Kahler (“ ye know what this 

. general a nature by the alleged protasis. . word would properly tellus”) reads between . 
“1 The'word wapovcia does not contain, any the lines. - : nee 
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to fulfill the great ee duty of ae out thete own saleation, That 
éavrav, therefore, cannot be equivalent to déijioy (Flatt, Matthies, and. 


older expositors), is selfevident.—pera dou x. tpduov| [XT ¢.] that is, with 


- such earnest solicitude, that ye shall have a lively fear of not doing enough 
in the matter Awe before the presence of God (Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Oecumenius), before the future Judge (Weiss), the feeling of dependence on 

- God (de Wette), a reverential devotion to God (Matthies, comp. van Hen- 
gel), and similar ideas, must be implied in the case, but do not constitute 

the sense of the expression, in which also, according to the context, we are 
not to seek a contrast to spiritual pride (Schinz, Rilliet, Hoelemann, 
Wiesinger), as Augustine, Calvin, Bengel, and others have done.—xarepyd- 


' Leobe] bring about, peragite (Grotius), “‘usque ad metam” (Bengel), express- 


ing, therefore, more than the simple verb.? The swmmons diself is not at 
variance with the principle that salvation is God’s gift of grace, and is 
prepared for, predestined, and certain to believers; but it justly claims the 


exercise of the new moral power bestowed on the regenerate man, with-- 


out the exertion of which he would fall away again from the state of grace 
to which he had attained in faith, and would not actually become partaker 
of the salvation appropriated to him by faith, so that the final reception 
of salvation is so far the result of his moral activity of faith in the xamdry¢ 
“tage. See especially Rom. vi. 8,.12 ff, and 2 Cor. vi, 1. Our passage 
stands in contrast, not to the certitudo. salutis, but to the moral securitas, 
into which the converted person might relapse, if he do not stand fast (iv. 
1; 1 Cor. x. 12), and labor at his sanctification (1 Thess. iv. 3,.7; 2 Cor, vii. 
1;.1-Tim. ii. 15), ete? The demand is expressed all the more earnestly, the 
“more that the readers have conflict and suffering to endure (i. 27~80). 


Ver. 18. [XI e.] Ground of encourugement to the fulfillment of this pre- 


eek in which it is not their own, but God’s power, which works in them, 
Here @sé¢ is placed first as the subject, not as the predicate (Hof- 

maser God is the agent. It is, however, unnecessary and arbitrary to 
_. assume before ydp (with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, 
~ and others) an unexpressed thought (“be not terrified at my having said: 
with fear and. trenbling”’).. Bengel gratuitously supplies with Gede the 
thought: “ praesens vobis etiam absente me” (comp. also van Hengel), while 
others, as Calvin, Beza, Hoelemann, Rilliet, Wiesinger, who found in pera 
68. «, rp. the antithesis of pride (see on ver. 12), see in ver. 18 the motive to 
'. humility ; and de Wette is of opinion that what was. expressed in ver. 12 
under the aspect of fear ishere expressed under the aspect of confidence. 
In accordance with the unity of the sense we ought rather to say: that 
» the great moral demand pera 68. «. tp. tiv éavtév cur. karepyaCeoa, Con- 
~ taining as it did the utmost incentive to personal activity, needed for the 
. readers the support of a confidence which should be founded not on their 
pete on the divine working. ~ According to Ewald, the pera poBov x, 


-1Comp. onl Cor: iL8; 2 Cor. vii. 18; Eph. _-* #Comp. Eph. vi. 13; Dem. 121, 19; Plat, ° 
: vi. 6. Act yap GoBetodas . x: Tpguew. e ey 7a. Begg. Vil. p. 791A; Eur, Heracl. 1046.: wéAet go 

épyager@an thy idlav carnpiay exacToy, pi wore: 2 Typlay katepyécac8at ; and see on Rom: i, 26. 
“ Yrogkehug Geis demon ravrys, Oecumenius, —--.. 8Comp. Wuttke, Sittend, II. 2 266; 
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tpépuou is to be made good by pointing to the fact that they work before God, 
who is even already producing in them the right tendency of will. But 
the idea of the évémov rod Ocod was so familiar to the apostle, that -he 


would doubtless have here also directly expressed it. Kahler (comp. 


Weiss) imports a hint of the divine punishment, of which, however, 


nothing is contained in the text. So also Hofmann: with fear in presence. 


of Him who is a devouring fire (Eleb. xii. 28 £.), who will not leave unpun- - 
ished him who. does not subordinate his own will and working to the | 
divine. As if Paul had hinted at such thoughts, and had not, on the 
contrary, himself excluded them by the tép ri¢ etdoxiag Which is added !. 
The thought is rather “ dulcissima sententia omnibus piis mentibus,” Form.. 
Cone. p. 659.—Calvin (comp. Calovius) rightly observes on the subject- 
matter: “intelligo gratiam swpernaturalem, quae provenit ex spiritu regen- 


- erationis; nam quatenus sumus homines, jam in Deo sumus et. vivimus 


et movemur, verum hic de alio motu disputat Paulus, quam ilo univer- 
sali.’ Augustine has justly (in opposition to the Pelagian rationalizing 
interpretation of a mediate working: “velle operatur suadendo et pruenia 
promittendo”), in conformity with the words, urged the efficaciter operari, 
which Origen, de Prine. iii. 1, had obliterated, and the Greeks who fol- 
lowed qualified with synergistic reservations.—év tuiv] not intra coetunr 
vestrum (Hoelemann), but in animis vesiris (1 Cor. xii. 6; 2 Cor. iv. 125° 
Eph. ii. 2; Col. i. 29; 1 Thess. ii. 18), in which He produces the self 
determination directed to the «arepydfecba: of their own corypia, and the 
activity in carrying out this Christian-moral volition.t This activity, the 
évepyeiv, Is the trner moral one, which has the «arepydfeata: as its consequence, 
and therefore is not to be taken as equivalent to the latter (Vulgate, 
Luther, and others, including Matthies and Hoelemann). Note, on the 
contrary, the climactic selection of the two cognate verbs. The regenerate 
man brings. about his own salvation («carepydaferac) when he does not resist 
the divine working (évepyav) of the willing and the working (évepyety) in his 
soul, but yields steady obedience to itin continual conflict with the oppos- 
ing powers (Eph. vi. 10 ff; Gal. v.16; 1 Thess. v. 8, al.); so that he. wep 
warel, NOt Kata capa, but card mveiua (Rom. vill. 4), is consequently the 
child of God, and as child. becomes heir (Rom. vili. 14, 17, 28). 
According, therefore, as the matter is viewed from the standpoint 
of the human activity, which yields obedience to the divine working of 
the éAev and évepyeiv, or from that of the divine activity, which works 
the @éAev and évepyeivy, We May say with equal justice, either that God 
accomplishes the good which He has begun in man, up to the day of © 


Christ; or, that man brings about his own salvation. “ Nos ergo volumus, 


sed Deus in nobis operatur et velle; nos ergo operamur, sed Deus in nobis 
operatur et operari,” Augustine. How wholly is it otherwise with the 


-unregenerate in Rom. vii.!~The repetition by Paul of the same word, 
évepyav .., TO avepyeiv, has its ground in the encouraging design which he 


1 Yelle quidem, quatenus est actus volun- etiam nostrum est, sed quatenus volentes facti 


: tatis, vostrum est ex ereatione : bene velle ‘per conversionem. bene volumus,” Caloyius. 
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“had of making God’s 8 agency felt distineth y 24 enphaticall y; hence, also, 
~ he specifies the fo elements of all morality, not merely the évepyeiv, but 
_ also its premiss, the #éew, and keeps them apart by using «ai twice: God 
is the worker in you, as of the willing,so of the working. From His 
working comes man’s W orking g, just as already his willingJ—trép ri¢ ebdo- - 
xtac| for the sake of goodwill, in order to satisly His own benignant dispo- 
sition.. [XI f]. On the causal ixép, which is not seeundum, comp, Rom, 
“xy. 8; Kohner, II. 1, p. 421; Winer, p. 859 [E. T. p. 888]; and on. ebdoxia, 
which is not, with Ewald, to be taken in a deterministic sense, comp. i. 15; 
& Rom. x.12. The explanation: “for the sake of the good pleasure, which , 
He has in such willing and working” (Weiss), would amount to some-_ 
. thing selfevident, Hofmann erroneously makes irép. rt. evdox. belong to 
- mévra xoiire, and convey the sense, that they are to do everything for the 
sake of the divine good pleasure, about which they must necessarily be 
~ eoncerned, etc. In opposition to this view, which is connected with the 
misunderstanding. of the previous words, the fact is decisive, that rie 
‘ ebdoxiag only obtains its reference to God through its belonging to 6 évepyav 
«.t.A.; but if it be joined with what follows, this reference must have been 
marked,’ and that, on account of the emphasized position which in, +. ebdox. 
would have, with emphasis (as possibly by trép rig abrod evdoxiac). 
Ver. 14. [On vv. 14-18, see Note XII, pages 112-114.]. With ver. 18 Paul Bae 
has. closed his exhortations, so far as the matier is concerned, [XII a.] ® 
_ He now adds a requisition in respect to the. mode of carr ying out these 
_ admonitions, namely, that they shall do everything (which, according to 
the admonitions previously given, and summarily comprised in ver. 12, 
they have to do, 1-Cor. x. 31) willingly and without hesitation,—an injunction 
for which, amidst the temptations of the present (i. 27-30), there was 
es sufficient: cause.—yuple yoyyuau.] without (far removed from) murmuring. 
~The yoyyuoude,! that fault already prevalent in ancient Israel (Ex. xvi. 7 ff; 
Num. xiv. 2), is to be conceived as directed against God, namely, on 
account of what He imposed upon them both to do and to suffer, as 
follows from the context in vv. 13 and 15; hence it is not to be referred : ee 
to their fellow-Christians (Calvin, Wiesinger, Schneckenburger), or to their | 
superiors (Estius), as Hoelemann also thinks. Comp. on 1 Cor. x. 10— 
dtadoyopav] not: without disputes (Erasmus, Beza, and many. others, . 
including Schneckenburger), de imperatis cum imperatoribus (Hoclemann, 
- comp. Estius), or among themselves (Calvin, Wiesinger), and that, wpon 
. irrelevant questions (Grotius), and similar interpretations, which, although 
“not repugnant to Greek usage generally,’ are at variance with that of the | 
Phe N. us (even 1 Tim, ii. 8), and unsuitable to the reference of veya: to : as 

















at This is God's ciate moral action in sale. 88 mdvras dvOpdrovs cwOQvat K.T.A, 

vation, Eph, ii. 10, Comp. Thomasius, Chr. 8 Hofmann groundiessly compares Luke ii, 
» Pers. u. Werk,.I. p, 287. Incorrectly, however, -.. 14.(but see on that passage) and even Ecclus. 
the Reformed theologians add: anae pro- Xv#5, where Fritzsche, Handb. p. 4 f, gives: 
- Ribert non: ‘potest, : . the right view. 

os , BPheodoret aptly Says: evdoxiay 67h dyax o£ Lobeck, ad Phryn, p. 358. 

Gby-rat Qavb Mpocnyépevee. ill Béder ~§ Plus, Mor. Pp. 180 C; Heelus, ix. 15, xi. 35. 






owap. 14,15. °° oe OL 


God. It means: without hesitation, without your first entering upon 
scrupulous considerings as to whether you are under any obligation thereto, 
whether it is not too difficult, whether it is prudent, and the like The 
Vulgate renders it rightly, according to the essential sense : “ huesttationi- 
bus.” The yoyyvoyoi would presuppose aversion towards God; the dado- 
yeonol, uncertainty in the consciousness of duty. 

— Ver. 15. [XIT 0.] If to their obedience of the admonitions given down 
to ver. 13 there is added the manner of obedience prescribed in ver. 14, 
they shall be blameless, ete. This, therefore, must be the high aim, which 
they are to have in view in connection with what is required in ver. 14-— 
dpeurro. kK. axépacac] blameless and sincere; the former represents moral 
integrity as manifesting iself to the judgment of others; the latter represents 
the same as respects its inner nature (comp. on Matt. x. 16 and Rom. xvi. 
19). —récve Gcod Gudu.] comprehending epexegetically the two former pre- 
dicates. Children of God (in virtue of the viofecia that took place in 
Christ, Rom. viii. 15, 23; Gal. iv. 6; Eph.i. 5) they are (Rom. viii. 16, 
ix.) They are fo become such children of God, as having nothing with 
which fault can be found; which in children of God presupposes the 
inward moral dxepadrye, since they are led by the Spirit of God (Rom. 
viii. 14). This ethical view of the viobecia, prominent throughout the N.T., 
and already implied in the mode of contemplating Israel as the people of 
adoption (Rom. ix. 4) in the O. T. and Apocrypha, necessarily involves, 
in virtue of the ideal character of the relation, the moral development 
towards the lofty aim—implies, therefore, in the being the constant task 
_of the becoming ; and hence the sense of showing g themselves is as little to 
be given, with Hofmann, to the yéryo#e here as in Matt. x. 16, John xv. 8, 
ei al.; comp. also on Gal. iv. 12. ’*Apapyroe, qua aipiind non potest, occur- 
ring elsewnere in the N. T. only. at 2 Pet. iii. 14 (not equivalent to dueuos 
or djeprroc).2 Its opposite is: réxva pouyra, Deut. xxxii,5; the recollection 
of this latter passage has suggested the subsequent words, which serve as 
a recommendation of the condition to be striven for by contrasting it with 
the state of things around.—pésov (see the critical remarks) is adverbial, in 
the midst of >—crorii¢ x. Stwectpayy.| crooked and perverted, a graphic figurative’ 
representation of the great moral abnormity of the generation.*~éy oi¢] 
4e. among the people of this yeved ;°—gaivecte] not imperative, but the 
existing relation, which constitutes the essential distinctive character of the 
Christian state as contrasted with the non-Christian, Eph. v. 8, al. The 
aim of the év ol¢ daiveots .7.A. is, by means of an appeal to the true Chris- 


1Comp. Luke xxiy. 38, and on Rom. xiv.1;.  _B, Gorg. p. 425A; and on S&eorp., Matt. xvii. 





Plat..da. p. 867.A: dpovriSes 2. . Kat: Sado~ 
‘yeouol, Tim. p. 59: ob8éy motktAoy ere Stado- 
yioaodat.  Beclus, xl. 2 

“But see Hom. Ji. xii. 109; Herod. ili, 82; 
. frequently in the Anthol. 


3 Hom, Jl. xii 167; Od. xiv, 800; Eur. ees 


531 -(uéoo);.L XX; Num. XXxv. 5. 


 4Comp, on oxodtdés, Acts il. 40; 1 Pet. tip 18; 
‘Prov. ive 24; Wisd- 1.8; Plat. Legg. xii. p. 946. 


17; Dent. xxxii; 20; Polyh, vili. 24,3, v. 41.1, 


4H. 21, 8; also éidorpobas, Soph. Aj. 442. 


5See: Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 242 [. Pep. 


: sn Bremi, ad Isoer, I. p. 218 f. ;. Ktihner, IL 


Ipeaot ; 
6 Cyprian, Pelagins, Ambrosiaster, ‘Theo- 
phylact, Erasmus, Vatablus, Calvin, Grotius, 


- and others, including Storr, Flatt; Rheinwald, 
Cormeen Casas 
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tian. sense ° oF honor. (the consciousness of their high Christian position 
towards them that are without), to assist the attainment of the end in 
view; this is misunderstood by Bengel, when he suggests the addition of. 
* servata hac admonitione,” a View in which he is followed by Hofmann. 
The meaning is not lucetis (so usually), but (comp. also Weiss, Schenkel, 
and J. B. Lightfoot): ye appear,' come into view, apparetis” _Lucetis (Vulgate) 
would be gaivere8—dworiipec| lig ight-givers (Rey. xxi. 11), here a designation, not 
of torches (Beza, Cornelius a Lapide) or kanps (Hofmann), which would 
be too weak for év 76 xéazy, and without support of linguistic usage ; but, 
in accordance with the usage familiar to the apostle in the LEX, Gen, 


414,16, of the shining heavenly bodies.*—év dope] i is to be taken in refer- 


ence to the phy sical world, and closely connected with ¢wor... [XIT ¢.]. As 
light-bearers in the world (which shine in the world, by day the sun, by night 


the moon and stars), the Christians appear in the midst of a perverted generar: 


tion. Comp. Matt. v. 14; also classical expressions like rérpag géyyea (Anthol. 


vi. 614, 2), ete. If daiveote be rightly interpreted, év xéoz@ cannot be joined — 


with it (de Wette, Weiss, who takes xéouw in the ethical sense), or be supple- 
mented by ¢aivoyvrae (Hoelemann, Rilliet, van Hengel). It is erroneous, 
- further, to make év xéazp mean in heaven (Clericus, Rheinwald®), and also 
erroneous to attach a pregnant force to éy, making it mean “within the 
world,” in contrast to the lights of heaven shining from above ; thus Hof- 
mann, connecting it with Adyov Cumje exéy. and bringing out with emphasis 
something quite selfevident. On xdopoc without the article, see Winer, p. 
117 (E. Typ. 128]... On the whole passage, comp. Test. ATT. Paty. p. 577: 


Rea ~ ? aa = wk eon, so uA gt 4 t Roy $4. 
 bpeig ol dworhpec Tov abpavod we 6 7ALog Kal 7 ceAqvy’ ti wojoouce wavra Ta ébyy, edv 


~ tusic oxotiofijcscbe tv dosBeig «7.2. Paul, however, has put gworjpec without. 


the article, because he has conceived it qualitativel Ys 
Ver. 16. Adyov wie & inéyorrec] a definition giving the reason for gatveatle d¢ 
guor, éy x: since ye possess the word of life. [XII d.J. This is the Gospel, 
Emewdy tiv aldvior mpoxeret Cofp, Theodoret. Sce Rom. i.16; comp. John vi. 
68; Acts v. 20; itis the divinely efficacious vehicle of the rvebya tie Coffe 


which frees from sin and death (see on Rom. viii. 2), and therefore not 


merely “the word concerning life” (Weiss). Christ Himself is the essential 
Rbyoe tHe Came (1 John i. 1), His servants are don Cafe ele Cafy (2 Cor: ii: 
16), therefore the word preached by them must be Adyor Cue in the sense 
. indicated. Paul does not elsewhere use the expression. As to fof with- 


a 180 wae Homer, Tei. 200, which Hofmann 

“Compares and hrings:out for our passage the 

pense: “stand: in. the. light proper-to. them.” 

. Comp., however, IL xix. 16, xxii. 28, and Le; Revi. 16, Xxi..23: 1. Mae, fv. 40; Plat. Tim, 
Duncan, Lex, ed; Rost. p.1148 f. In the former «. p..39 B; Arist, Wud, 5865, Hes. Oper. 528; 

“+ passage, 1 200 , the sense is: hereyes (Athene’ 8). -Theoes ii. 11. 

; appeared terrible. Comp. Nagelshach, p- 87, 4Wisd. xiii 2; Bonin: KIL 7 Heliod. 87; 


-@d.3. The same sense, according to another Anthol. x¥.17; ee Rhod. ep. in: Para- 
explanation, is found in Faesi,° “Hip. 205... 


2 Matt. ii7, xxiv. 87; Jasviv. 14; Rev. xviii. 
$3) Hom, It. 1.477, xxiv. 736,788, Od, i Yohee 
ix, 107; Hes, ‘Oper, 600; Plat. Rep. p. 517 B; 
: Hell. iv. 3. 10; Polyb. ix, 1. 7; baciet. 


D. D. iv. 33-also-Xen. Symp. i.9, Anab, vil. 4,163 
hence ra pavéneva, the hecivenly appearances, 
®John i. 6, Vv. 855 1 John f1.8; 2 Petei 193: 


‘6 The. dastzoution of the heavens by da Mos, 
first used by Pythagoras (see Bremi, ad: Isoe: 
. Paneg. p. 90), did not enter. into the Biblical 
ee usus loquendi. 


eee 
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out the article, of eternal life in the Messiah’ 8 sidnedowi (iv. 8), see Kaeuffer, | 
defwhe ai. not. p.73f As possessors of this word, the Christians appear 
like dwergpec in a world otherwise dark; without this possession they w ould - 
not go present themselves, but would be homogeneous with the perverted 
gener 2 since the essence of the gospel is ight (Eph. v. 8; Col.i.12; 1. 
Thess. v. 5: 1 Pet. ii. 9; Luke xvi. 8; Acts xxvi. 18, al), just as Christ 
Himself is ane principal ight (John i. 4, 4, iii. 19, viii. 12, xii. 35, al); but 
the element of the unbelieving yeved, whose image is the dayne in itself 
devoid of light, is durkness (2 Cor. iy. 6, vi. 14; Eph. v. 8, vi. 12; Col. 1.13; 
John i. 5, iii. 19). “Exéeev, to possess,’ to have in possession, at dicpoual: end 
the like? Not: holding fast (Luther, Estius, Bengel, and others, including 
‘Heinrichs, Hoelemann, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Ewald, Schneck- 
enburger); nor yet: sustinentes (Calvin), so that the conception is of a light 
fixed on a candlestick. Others understand it similarly: holding forth 
(Beza, Grotius, and others, including Rheinwald, Matthies, W iesinger, | 
Lightfoot), namely, “that those, who have a longing for life, may let it be 
the light which shall guide them to life,” as Hofmann explains more 
particularly; comp. van Hengel. This would be linguistically correct,* 
but not in harmony with the image, according to which the subjects them- 
selves appear as shining, as self-shining. Linguistically incorrect. is Theo- 
doret’s view: xpostyorrec (attendentes), which would require the 
dative of the object... Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact take éréy. 
correctly, but understand Adyor Same as equivalent to orépua ¢. or évéxupa ¢., 
and indicate, as the purpose of the words: bpa, rag ebPéug tifyor Ta éxabra 
(Chrysostom). This view is without sanction from the usus loquende. 
Linguistically it would in itself be admissible (see the examples in Wet- 
stein), but at variance with the N. T. mode of expression and conception, 
to explain with Michaelis, Storr, Zachariae, and Flatt: supplying the place 
of life (in the world otherwise dead), so that Adyov éméyew would mean : to. 
hold the relation. Comp. Syr.—ei¢ xabyqua «7.2. [XID ¢.] the result which 
the yiveobae duéuxrove «7.4. on the part of the readers was to have for the 
apostle ; it was to become for him (and what an incitement this must have 
been to the Philippians!) a matter of glorying (i. 26) for the day of Christ. 
(see on i. 10), when he should have reason to glory, that he, namely (ar), 
had not labored in vain, of which the excellent quality of his Philippian 
converts would afford practical evidence, bre rosodroug tude éxaidevoa, Theo- 
phylact. Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 19 f.; 2 Cor. i. 14. Thus they were to be to 
him on that day a orédavog kavyjceoc (1 Thess. Ic). Paul cannot mean a. 
present xavyaaba in prospect of the day of Christ (Hofmann), for ei¢ cabyqua 
«7.4, Cannot be the result accruing for him from the év oi¢ gaivecte KATA, 


70. Adyw 


1; Thue, i. 48. 2, ii, 101, 3; Anth. Pal. vii. 297.. 
4; Polyb. iii. 87.6, 112. 8, v...5, 6; Lucian, 


1 Hofmann erroneously pronounces against 
this, representing that érédyev could only be 


thus used in the sense of having under one’s 
control; Compare, in opposition to this, espe- 


cially such passages.as Thue. ili. 107. 4, where 
the word is quite synonymous. with the, par- 
allel simple éyew; also Anth, Pal vii. 276.6. 

“28ee Herod. i. 104, vili.35; Xen. Symp. viii. 


Necyorni. 14.. 

8 Hom. Jl. ix. 489, exif, 48; Plut. Mor. p. 265. 
A; Pind. O1. ii. 98; Poll. iti, 10. 

4 Acts iii. 5; 1 Tim. iv. 16; Ecelus. xxxi- 2; 
2 Mace: ix. 25; Job. xxx, 26; Polyb, iii: 43. % 


xviii. 28. 11.- 
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fainoe by it the position of the Christians pure y is expressed), but only: 


- the result from the ethical development indicated by iva yévpode Guepmros k.7.A. 
“Hence also é bre cannot he a statement of the reason (Hofmann) ; it is explica- 
‘tive: that—The twofold, yet climactic, figurative description of his. apos- 
tolical exertions (on épay., comp. Gal. i. 2; Acts xx. 24; on éxoriaca, comp, 


1 Cor. xv. 10; Gal. iv. 11), as well as the repetition of ei¢ xevdv (see on Gal. 


ii. 2;.2 Cor. vii 1; Polye.: Phil. 9), i is in keeping with the emotion of joy, 


of triumph. 
Ver. 17. The connection of ideas is this: What Paul had said in ver. 16: 


ele xabynua «.7.2., presupposed, in the first place, that he himself would live to | 
see the further development described in ver. 15: iva yérqobe duewrro, Now, 


however, he puts the opposite case, so as to elevate his readers to the right 
point of view for this also, and says: “ But even if I should be put to death 
in my vocation dedicated to your faith,” etc. Van Hengel finds in these 
words the contrast to the hope of living to. see the Parousia, But this hope 
is not expressed in what precedes, since the result ei¢ cabynua «7A. was 


conditioned, not by the apostle’s living to see the Purousia, but only by. 


his living to see the described perfection of his readers; inasmuch as, even 
when arisen at the Parousia, he might glory in what he had lived to see 
in the Philippians. Many others are satisfied with making these words 


express: merely a climax (in relation to éxoriaca), see especially Heinrichs - 


and Matthies; but this is erroneous, because éxoriaca in. the preceding 
verse is neither the main idea, nor specially indicative of. tribulation. 
- Arbitrary and entirely unnecessary is, further, the assumption of an oppo- 
~nent’s objection (“at vero imminent tristissima!”’) to which Paul replies; or 
the explanation of 4444 by the intervening thought: “non, je n’ai pas 


— travaille: en vain, mais au contraire,” ete., Rilliet; comp. also Erasmus, 


~ Paraphe. Ina similar but. direct way Hofmann gains for 4444 the expla- 
nation, but on the contrary, by connecting it antithetically with the pre- 
- ceding negative clauses 7 ob« ec xevdv-x.7.2., Which, with the right. expla- 


~ nation of the following words, is impossible. According to ‘de Wette 


(comp. also Storr and Flatt), ver. 17 connects itself with i. 26, so that aaad 
forms a contrast to ver. 25, and all that intervenes isa digression. But 
how could any reader: guess at this? The suggestion is the more ground- 
less, on account of the af, pwin ver.17 corresponding so naturally and appo- 
ositely with the xatyqua in ver, 16—ei rat «.7.4.] if I even (which I will by 


-no means call in question) should be poured out, etc. On the concessive 


“sense of el kal (1 Cor. iv. 7; 2 Cor. iv. 8, 16, v. 16, vii. 8, ad), see Herm. ad 
Viger. p. 882; Klotz, ad Devar.p.519.. The case supposed is thus rendered 
more ‘probable than by the reading of E G, xai ei (even assuming that T)2 
The protasis beginning with 442? et raf extends tor. xiar. éuov. As in ver. 


12, 80 also here Hofmann makes the violent assumption that the apodosis — 


alre ady begins at inl r. duai¢ «.7.4. with orérdonac again to be supplied, whilst 
at ‘the same time there is ne to se ént r, Guote KT. iD oider to give 


Cora. “Anthol Pal i, 60. 2: 1h eer “48tallbaum, ad Plat. Ap, &.p.38 A: “dora. 
ae . aoe ane ek PB 808 A Behmalt, Syntaz d. Verb, sec. 90-f 
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an appropriate turn to the assumed antithesis for 444, a tenor of thought — 
which the words do not bear; see below.—ozévdonzar] I become offered as a 
libation, poured out as a drink-offering (2 Tim. iv. 6), frequently in all class- 
ical writers. The sense stripped of figure is: if even my blood is shed, if 
even I shouldbe put to death Paul represents his apostolic exertions for 
the faith of the Philippians as an offering (comp. Rom. xv. 16); if he is. 
therein put to death, he is, by means of. the shedding of his blood in this 
sacrifice, made a libation, just as among the Jews® in the sacrifices, together 
with meat-offerings, libations of wine were made, which were poured upon 
the ground from sacred vessels (ovordeia) at the altar. The present. tense 
is used, because Paul has strongly in view his present danger (i. 20. ff); . 
Kitihner, II. 1, p. 119f. Rilliet (comp. Wetstein) takes the passive erro- 
neously: Lam besprinkled (which also does not correspond with the present 
tense), making Paul say, “que la libation préparatoire du sacrifice a 
coulé sur sa. téte.” Confusion with caracrévdecPab—éni r. duc. x. eit. Th 7. 
ty.| at the sacrifice and priestly service of your faith, that is, whilst I present 
your faith as a sacrifice and perform priestly service in respect to it; the 
sense of this, stripped af the figure, is: whilst I, by furtherance of your faith in 
Christ, serve God, as by the offering and priestly ministration of a sacrifice. 
[XID fA] rie wier. is the object which is conceived as sacrificed and under- 
going priestly ministration; Qvoig and Aerovpyia have one article In com- 
mon, and are thereby joined so as to form one conception. But Ae:roupyia 
(priestly function)® is added by the apostle as a more precise definition, because 
the mere @ucia would leave it uncertain whether he was to be considered 
as a priest, Wheres Paul desires expressly to describe himself as such. 
Gvoia, as always in the N. T., is sacrifice, so that the idea is: at the sacrifice 
and priestly service of your faith; hence there is no necessity for taking 
it as sacrificing, or the act of sacrifice.’ The éxi, however, is simply to be 
taken as. af, as in i. 8 and frequently; not as to, in addition to (Beza,- 
Raphel, Matthies, de Wette, Weiss, and many others; comp. also Hof- 
mann),.or with the Vulgate as supra (Heinrichs, Hoelemann, van Hen- 
gel), in the sense of the (heathen) mode® of the libation, an interpretation 
which should have been precluded by the addition of the abstract «. Aecr- 


1See also Schleusner, Thes. V. p.'79; Suicer, 
Thes. IL. p. 993, 

2-This (since the time of Chrysostom) unani- 
mous interpretation of the figurative expres- 
sion has been abandoned hy Otto, Pastoralbr. 
p. 214 f, who-explains it as referring, not to 
the shedding of blood, but to the severance of 
the apostles life. in his voeation from inter- 
course with the world by his imprisonment. 
An.abortive suggestion, the forced result of 
incorrect assumptions. : 

8 Num. xxviil. 7, xv. 4 ff.; Joseph. dnt. iii 
9.45 see generally, Ewald; Alterth. p. 46 £.; 
Saalschiitz, ALR. p. sleet. 

+ As to the Hellenic ‘sacrificial libations, see 
Hermann, -Gottesd. Alterth, 225, 15 f. 


figurative representation of.the shedding of | 


On the - 


blood as a orovdy, comp. Anthol, ix, 184. 6 
Ethos alua tupdvray éoneccer, lenatius, Rom, 2 
onvitabivay @e@ ws Er. Ovoracriyproy érowby 
éort, . 

5 Plut. Alex. 50, de def. orac.46; Strabo, iv. p. 
197; Eur. Or. 1280; Antip. Sid. 73 (Anthol. vil. 
27). ie 

6 Comp, Luke 1. 23; Heb. viii. 6, ix. 21, and 
frequently in the LXX.; see Schleusner, 
Thes.; comp. also Diod, Sie. 1.21, and, for the 
figurative use of the word, Rom. xv. 16, 27. | 

? Herod. iv. 60, viii. 99; Herodian, viii. 3. 5, 
i, 36..12,.al. 

8 Qn this mode of libation rests the expres-. 
sion émomévdew, to pour.a libation over some- 
thing (Herod. ii, 39,-iv.-60, 62, vil. 167; Aesch. 
Ag. 13955 aa Rom. 4). 




















96 2 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE PHILIPPIANS. 


ovpy. Finally, although Paul's official: aariy, concerned the faith of all 
his churches, he says izév with the same right of individualizing reference 
asin é¢ dude at i, 24 and many | other passages. The passage is peculiarly. 
; misunderstood by Hofmann, who holds that ért has the sense in association 
with; that ri¢ ioreog ty..is the genitive of apposition to Ovola and Ascroupy. ; 
that the sacrificing and ministering subject is not the apostle, but the Phil- 
ippian church, which, when it became believing, had presented its own 
sacrifice to God, and has been constantly y honoring Him with its own work 
of service. Accordingly Paul says that, even though his labors should end 
-inaviolent death, yet the shedding of his blood would not be an isolated drink- 
offering, but would associate itself with their sacrifice, But this would only 

make him say, with artificial mysteriousness, something which is perfectly 
self-evident (namely: after that ye became believers, and whilst ye are 
believers). Moreover, ézi would thus be made to express. two very differ- 
ent relations, namely, with rp Gusta after, after that, and with the Aecroupyig at, 

during. And how could a reader discover from the meré évi «7.2. the 
alleged antithetical reference of an isolated drink-offering, especially as no 


antithesis of the persons is even indicated by tzav being placed first. (mme- 


diately after éxi)? The entire explanation is a forced artificial expedient 
in consequence of the mistaken assumption that an apodosis begins after 
orévdouae, and a new section sets in with yaipo.—yaipw} EXIT g.] Apodosis 
down to duiv: I rejoice, not at the @uoia «. Aecrovpyta rie wior. iu. (Chrysos- 
~ tom, who connects éxir. feo. «7.2. with yaipo; comp, Oecumenius; so also 
_. Rilliet), for it is mere arbitrariness to separate the sacrificial expressions 
—arévdopat and int 7. Ovoia nv.A. and attach them to different parts of the 
sentence, and because ya/pe, as the point ofthe : apodosis, would have been 
placed before txt r. Ove. x72; butat theomévdecbac: I rejoice to be employed 
jor $0 sacred a destination? The ground of the apostle’s joy, assumed by 
many (including Flatt, Hoelemann, Matthies, de Wette): because my 
death will tend fo the advantage of the gospel G. 20), and also the interpre- 
tation of Weiss: that joy at the progress of the Philippians towards perfection 
is intended, are both quite gratuitously imported into the passage. The 
explanation of it as referring generally to inward joyfulness of faith (Wies- 
Inger). or divine serenity (Ewald), does not correspond with the protasis, 
according to which it must be joyfulness in the prospect of death. “Even 
if I.am. compelled to die in this sacrificial. service, I rejoice therein,” and 
that, indeed, now for the case supposed; hence not future—al ovyy. maow 
iyiv] is wrongly explained by most commentators: “and I rejoice with you 
all” (so Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Heinrichs, 1 Matthies, 
van Hengel, Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, Ewald, Schneckenburger, Weiss, 
Hofmann, and many y others); alcug. with which; explanation Chrysostom, 


= Me which wap K. ovyxalow racivipiv are. church whose heart is Joufut (all: this is sup- 
supposed to serve merely as an introduction. posed to be implied in waaw piv), 
«forthe exhortation which follows} thus Paul — *Theophylact appropriately remarks: -obx 
- would be made to say, that even for that sup- ag. & arobavotmevos Avmatmat, dAAG Kad. xatpeo 
posed case of the omévSeoGar he isin.a joyful ~ ... ére ‘orovdy yivowat, and Theodoret: 
mood, and he rates. with any person in the 





- Taira Ahad re Puxaymyay: abrobs K biddoney : 
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Theophylact, and various of the older expositors, bring forward another 

ground for this joint joy than for the yaipe (Chrysostom : yaipw pév, bre onovdy 

yivouac’ cuyyaipw dé bre Ovoiay xpoceveyxév ; comp. Schneckenburger). Decisive 

against this interpretation is the yafpere which follows in ver. 18,—-a sum- 

mons which would be absurd, if ovyy. tu. meant: “I rejoice with you.” The 

Vulgate already rightly renders: congratulor, I congratulate you all, 

namely, on the fact that Iam poured out in the service of your faith. Such a 

martyrdom, namely, for the sake of their faith, how it must have elevated and 

honored the readers, their whole church; for such a martyr death con-_ 
cerned them all! Comp. on Eph. iii. 18; it redounds to their glory, if the 

apostle sheds his blood on account of their Christian standing established 

by him. It is in this light that Paul wishes his orévdecfa, should it occur, 

to be regarded by his readers, and therefore gracefully and ingeniously . 
represents it (though Hofmann holds this to be impossible) as something 
on which he must congratulate them all. Pauline linguistic usage is not 
to be urged in objection to this view (Weiss), as Paul employs ovyyaipw 
‘elsewhere only in the passages 1 Cor. xii. 26, xiii. 6, and these are balanced 
by vv. 17 and 18 here. Van Hengel and de Wette have erroneously 
objected that it would have been ovyyaipoya: (8 Mace. i. 8). The active as 
well as the middle may convey either meaning, to rejoice along with, or 
gratulari* 

Ver. 18. And upon the same (apon my possibly occurring oréweofat éni rt. 
Ova, «7.4, ver. 17) rejoice ye also (because it takes place for the sake of your 
faith), and congratulate me thercon (on such a sacred destination). The 
verbs are imperatives. “ Postulat enim Paulus parem ovurddeav a Philipp.,” 
Beza. The ground of the yaipere may not be arbitrarily introduced (Hof 
mann: whatever untowardness may occur), but must by logical necessity 
be the same which, in ver. 17, suggested the ovyyaipw tuiv; and that of the 
‘ovyyaipeTé pot ust be the same as caused Paul to say yeipo in ver. 173 
The expositors, who do not take ouyyaipe as gratulari, are here placed in 
the awkward position of making the apostle summon his readers to a joy 
which, according to-ver. 17, they would qlready possess. By this impos- 
sibility Weiss, in spite of the:7d abré, allows himself to be driven into taking 
the joy in ver. 18, not as in ver. 17, but (comp. also Hofmann) quite gen- 
erally, of a joyful frame of mind.—rd abré] in the same (on the accusative, 
comp. Matt. 11. 10) rejoice ye also; see also oni. 25. Hence it is not.to be 
taken as equivalent to dcatroe (Beza, Storr, Flatt, Heinrichs, Rhemwald, 
- Riliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofmann) (comp. on i. 6), in order 
thereby, to avoid identifying it with the joy mentioned in ver. 17. As to 


tod maptuplou rad ey eb: tomp. Gro-. Hofmann) urges, that the readers “ vix-aut 
tius, Heinrichs. . ne vix quidem induci potuerunt de hujus viri 
1Comp. Jerome, Beza, Castalio, Grotius, morte violenta gaudentes vel gavisuri,” en- 
Storr, Flatt, Rheinwald, Hoelemann, Bisping, tirely mistakes the Jofty standpoint of the 
Ellicott, Lightfoot. apostle, who looks death in the face with a 
_ * Polyb. xxix. 7.4, xxx. 10.1; Plut. Mor. p. - holy joy (comp. the frequent corresponding 
231°B;°3 Mace. i. 8... See Valckenaer, Schal. sentiments in the epistles-of Ignatius), and 
I. pe 54. . ‘also attributes to his readers a corresponding 

8 The: difficulty whieh’ van Hongel (comp. mode of looking at the possibility of his.death. 
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yaipew with the accusative in classical authors, see generally Lobeck, ad 
Aj. 181; Kuhner, IL. 1, p. 255 PS, oc, - 

Ver. 19. [On vy. 19-24, see Note XU. pages 114, 115.] The apostle now, 
down to ver. 24, speaks of sending Timothy? to them, and states that he . 
himself trusted to visit them shortly. [XTIT a.] [éAmifo dé ura] (XUT- 

6] The progress of thought attaching itself to ver. 17 (not to ver. 12) is: 
However threatening, according to ver. 17 f, and dangerous to life my 
situation is, nevertheless I hope soon to send Timothy to you, ete. —He 
hopes, therefore, for such a change in his situation, as would enable him’ 
soon to spare that most faithful friend for such a mission. Here also, as. 

“Gn i. 21-26, there is an immediate change from a presentiment of death 
toa confidence of his being preserved in life and even liberated (ver, 24)... 
The right view of vy. 17, 18 debars us from construing the progress of the 
thought thus: for the enhancement of my joy, however, etc. (Weiss). Others 
take different views, as e.g. Bengel: although I can write nothing definite 
regarding the issue of my ease,—an imported parenthetic thought, which 
is as little suggested in ver. 17 f as is the antithetical relation to yaipere 
x ovyxaép. por discovered by Hofmann, viz. that the apostle is anxious as to 
whether all is well in the church—é xvpip} making the hope causally rest in 
Christ.. Comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 19.—ipiv] not equivalent to the local xpig 
tude (van Hengel), nor yet the dative commodi (“-vestros in usus, vestra in 
‘gaudia,” Hoelemann, comp. de Wette and Hofmann), whereby too special 

a sense is introduced; but the dative of reference (1 Cor. iv, 17; Acts xi. 


. 29), indicating the persons concerned as those for whom the mission gen- 





- erally is intended.—nxayo] [XU ¢.] I also, as ye through the accounts? to. 
be received of me, namely, those which ye shall receive through this 
~-epistle, through Epaphroditus, and through Timothy—eiuyeiv] to be of 

good courage, occurs here only in the N..T. See Poll. ii, 185; Joseph, 


oy Ant, xi. 6. 9.8—ra epi bu.) the things concerning you, quite generally, your 


circumstances. Eph. vi. 22; Col.iv.8* is 
Ver. 20. [XIII d.] Reason why Timothy is the person sent. Hof- 








“mann. erroneously takes it as: the reason why he sends no one at the time. — 


As if viv yap or dpre yap obdéva k.7.2. Were Written—iodpuyor] like-minded, 
namely, with me; in what respect, is stated in the sequel. Castalio, Beza, 
Calvin, Rilliet, Weiss, J. B. Lightfoot, wrongly interpret it: no one who 


and thus he hepes to receive the desired 
news about them which shall make: him be 


ets 1 Hofraann'’s hypothesis, that the chrreh | 
had expressed a desire that the apostle wold 











send them one who should aid them, with 
word and deed, in. their affairs, has no -hint 
-of-it.given at all in the text; leastof all in iva 
Raye sbynye x7. Why should Panl not 
have mentioned, in some way or another, the 
owish.of the church ?—Baur and-Hinsch find 
no motive mentioned for the mission of Timo- 
thy. As if the motive of love conveyed by 
va neyo x.7.As were Mot enough! re 


_. There is. delicate compliment implied in 
this. «dye ; for Timothy was to come backagain 
ta the apostle (but not Epaphroditus, ver. 25), : 





of good courage: Hofmann introduces the 
eomparative sense: fresher courage, under 
the assumption which he reads between the 
lines, that the apostle is concerned about 
various things in the church, which. Timothy 
would succeed in settling antd.arranging. Panl’s 


~ cordial, loving interest in the welfare of the 
-, Philippians is quite sufficient to explain the 
etuXa, - ; 


~- 8Comp. the ehypixee in epitaphs (ike xaipe) 
“in Jacobs, ad Anthol. xiiep. 304: 


We: See Heindorf, ad Plat, Phaed. P 58 AS 








cHap. 11 19-21. “yf 09 


would be so minded as he (Rheinwald combines the two references). As 
aire is not added, the text gives no other reference for isog (in icdypuy.) than 
to the subject of éya (see also ver. 22); as, indeed, Paul could not give a 
better reason for the choice of Timothy, and could not more effectively 
recommend him to. his readers, than by setting forth his likemindedness 
with himself; comp. Deut. xiii. 6: @iAog ioog rH puxh pou. [XIII e] The 
word occurs only here in the N. T.; see LAX. Ps. lv. 14; Aesch. Agam. 
1470. Comp. on the subject-matter, 1 Cor. xvi. 10.—éori¢ «.7.4.] the em- 
phasis is laid on yvyciws, and bare, quippe qui, ita comparatum ut, introduces 
the character of an icéyuyoc, such as is not at his disposal —yvyciwe] in gen- 
uine, sincere fashion, with one care without guile,' the selfish contrast to 
which is described in ver. 21. Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 8.—zepiyzvgoec] namely, 
when I shall have sent him. The caring is not to be more precisely defined; 
it necessarily manifested itself according to the circumstances in watch- 
ing, correction, encouragement, counsel, and action. ‘Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 
25; 2 Cor. xi. 28. : 
Ver. 21. Of wavrec] all (except Timothy), of those whom I now have 
with me and at my disposal for sending; see ver. 20. We have the less 
rarrant to modify this judgment in any way, expressed, as it is, so very 
clearly and decidedly by the absolute antithesis ra éavréy Cyrotaw, ob ré "I, 
xX, seeing that we are unacquainted with the circle surrounding. the 
apostle at that particular time, and do not know to what extent the anti- 
Pauline tendency, i. 15, 17, had then spread in the immediate neighbor- 
hood of the apostle. The only limitation of the general expression, 
which is in accordance with the text, lies in the fact that Paul does not 
mean the Christians generally in Rome, but such assistant teachers as 
would otherwise, if they had been pure and honest, have been qualified 
for such a mission. The trustworthy ones among these otherwise quali- 
fied fellow-laborers must have been absent at the time, especially Luke, 
who could by no means have been included among oi wéyre¢ (in opposition 
to Wieseler, Chronol. d. apost. Zeitalt. p. 427); hence the Philippians are 
nat saluted specially either by Luke or by any other, and the omission of 
such salutations by name at the end of this epistle receives in part. its 
explanation from this passage. Consequently, of révr. cannot be under- | 
stood as many or the most (Beza, Wolf, Hammond, Drusius, Estius, Gro- 
tius, Cornelius a. Lapide, and others, including Heinrichs, Rheinwald, 
Flatt); nor is it: “all, whom I can spare” (Erasmus), or: “ who are known 
to you.” (van Hengel). Neither is the negation to be taken relatively: they 
seek more their own interest, etc. (Erasmus, Calvin, and many others, 
also Flatt, Hoelemann, comp. the reservations of Weiss), to which Hof- 
mann’s view’ also ultimately comes; nor is it to be explained by ‘assum- 
ing an intention of distinguishing Timothy (Matthies); nor yet is the judg... 
ment to be restricted, with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact, 


1 Dem. 1482, 14; Polyb. iv. 30. 2; 2 Mace. . even though it be consecrated to thé kingdom of 
SmEVeE 8. * ' God (2), by special. personal aims, instead. of 
'. 2The latter says: they allow themselves to —_ devoting themselves ALWAYS ONLY (7 ob ra"I. X.) 
“ be-influenced in the direction of their activity, to that which is moar apvanracnous Jor. the 


: 
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to the hardships of ihe long journey, to which they preferred. their own 
repose. Bengel rightly defends the full seriousness of the utterance, and 
adds: “‘subtilissima erat alo@yocc, qua hoe percepit Paulus.” But Baur 
erroneously discovers here merely an exaggeration, which arose from the 
subjectivity of a later author. What an uncalled-for fiction that would 
have been ! ie ee 7 
“Ver, 22, Contrast, not of the person (which would have run ri 62 
abrod dox, Or abrod dé tiv dox.), but of the qualification, in order further to 
recommend him, whom he hopes soon to be able to send; not to make up 
for the disndvantage, that they can in the first instance only hope, etc. (as: 
‘Hofmann artificially explains). But the approved character (indoles spectuta, 
comp. Rom. v. 4; 2 Cor. di. 9, ix. 18) of him ye know; for Timothy had — 
himself been in Philippi (Acts xvi. 1, 3, xvii. 14); hence yevéon. is not the 
‘imperative —re x.7.2.] that he, namely, etc-—ée rarpi réxvov] Comp. 1 Cor. 
iv. 17. The apostle had here édotAevoey before his mind, but alters the con- 
¢eption in such a way, that he thinks upon the service as rendered no 
longer to him, but with him, ina humble glance at Christ (ver. 21), whom 
* he himself also serves, so that the apostle’s servant is at the same time 
his sirdovaec? Hofmann labors without success to remove the incongru- 
ity, which eannot be got rid of unless, with Vatablus, we were at liberty 
to supply ct» before rarpi. But, however frequently the Greeks put the 
_ preposition only once in comparisons,’ its omission does not occur in the 
clause placed first. The poetical use of such an omission in the case of 
- -ayords which are connected by xa, ré, or 7+ does not concern us here.—eic] 
"tn respect to the gospel (comp. i. 5), the serving in question having reference 
. to the preaching, defence, etc., thereof. [XIII f.] 
— Ver. 23. Mév obv] oby resumes ver. 19, and to the wéy corresponds the de 
In ver. 24—de dy dxido «r.0.] when (of the time, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 
789, that is, as soon as, comp. on 1 Cor, xi. 84; Rom. xv. 24) I anyhow (by 
év the matter’ is left to experience) shall have seen to the end (Jonah iv, 5). 
‘The latter, which expresses the perceiving from a distance ® denotes the 
knowledge of the final course of matters to be expected,—only after which 
could it be decided whether or not he could spare the faithful Timothy 
for a time. The form agido (Lachmann and Tischendorf) in A B* D* P 
‘G & is, on account of this weighty evidence, to’ be considered not as a 
copyist’s error, but as the original, and to be derived from the pronuncia- 
tion of iéety (with the digamma).. Comp. on Acts iv, 29, and see Winer, 
p. 44 [E. TP. p. 45]; J. B. Lightfoot ad loc.; Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 7 [E.- 
Tp. 7rd rept éné] the things about me, that is, the state of my affairs. 
Substantially not different from 7a wep? éuod (ver. 19 f.).6 















~ cause of Christ (ob ral, X.1). Thus there is . *Dissen, ad Pind. Nem. x. 38; Lobeck, ad 
imported into the passage what is not at‘all. - Aj. 807 ff — atte a a : 

to be found in it. = ee a ee ; 

i Vulgate, Pelagins, Castalio, Cornelius a . See vill. 37; Dem. 1472.15; Lucian, D. 

Lapide, Clericus, Rheinwald, Hoelemand,.0 0 coe "s 

ASee Winer, pp. 393, 537 [E.'T. pp. 422, 577.) SSee Ktihner,ad Xen. Mem. i, 1. 20; Winer, 

"Bea Bernhardy, p. 204 fi; Kabner, I.1,°. P 879 [E. T. p. 406]. - 
i, ; Ce eee 









CHAP. I, 22-25. — 101 
Ver. 24. Kai abréc] also myself personally. [XIII g.] What Paul shall 
see, therefore, is, as he confidently trusts (not merely hopes), his Mberation 
(comp. i. 25 f.); that it will make it possible for him to come soon.! The 
terminus a quo of the rayéue is, as in ver. 19, the then present time, although 
the sending of Timothy and his return (ver. 19) are to precede his own 
coming. The reyéoc as a relutive definition of the time is not opposed to 
this view. But that xai airée includes also the case of his coming at the 
same time with Timothy (Hofmann), is, according to ver. 19 ff., not to be 

assumed. 

Ver. 25 f. [On vv. 25-80, see Note XIV. pages 115,116]. About Epa- 
phroditus; the sending him home, and recommendation of him, down to 
ver. 80—dvayn. dé py.) [XIV a.b.] I have, however, judged it necessary, al- 
though Epaphroditus, namely, according to vy. 19-24, might have re- 
mained here still, in order to have made his return-journey to you later, 
either in compahy with Timothy, or eventually with myself.. For the 
special reason, which Paul had for not keeping him longer with himself in 
Rome, see vv. 26, 28.—Ezadpédirov] otherwise not further known. The 
name (signifying Venustus) was a common one,? also written "Exagpddetrog;* 
but to regard the man as identical with ’Eradpae (Col. i. 7, iv. 12; Philem. 

23) (Grotius, Paulus, and others). is all the more arbitrary, since Epaphras 
was 2 Coiossian teacher—The grouping together of jive ipnedicntes which 
follows, has arisen out of loving and grateful regard for Epaphroditus, as 
an honorable testimony to him in his relation to the apostle as well as to 
the church.—aseAd., ovvepy., ovetpar.] [XIV ¢.] a climactic threefold de- 
— seription of companionship, advancing from the most general category, 
that of Christian brotherhood (adeA¢éc), to a twofold more special relation. 
On overpar., which sets forth the joint working (cuvepy.) in relation to the 
hostile powers, comp. Philem. 2; 2 Tim. ii. 3.—dyév d2 dador. x, Aeeroupy..t. 
wp. ov. | [XIV d.] still belonging to rév; hence tuév, placed in contrast to 
the ov, belongs to aAgroupy. 7. x. “. as well (in opposition to de Wette and 
others). ’Améarodog here means delegate (2 Cor. viii. 28), and not apostle, * 
- which would necessitate the genitive iuév being taken as in Rom. xi. 18, 
against which the context, by the union with Agcroupy. r. x. w., is decisive ; 
as, indeed, Paul uses ardor. as an official designation only in the sense of the 
actual apostolic rank, based upon a direct call by Christ, in its narrower 
and wider reference (comp. on Gal. i. 19; Rom. xvi. 7; 1 Cor. xv. 7), and 
hence there is no necessity to seek even an allusion to his ‘ quasi ”-apos- 
tolic position towards the Philippians (Matthies).—x. Aecroupy. r. x. 4] the 
' sacrificial minister of my need, &¢ r& rap’ abrév drooradévra Kouioavra yphpara, 
Theodoret. By sending aid they had cared for the apostle’s need (iv. 16); 
and that gift of love being regarded as a sacrifice offered to God, Epaph- 


i How could this confidence, which the 
_result did not justify, have. been put by any 
later author into the apostle’s mouth? Only 
Paul himself could have written in such a 
way as here and in i. 25f.° See, in opposition 
to Hinsch, Hilgenfeld, 1878, p.185 f. 





2Tac, Ann, xv. 55; Suet. Domit, 14; Joseph. 
Vit. 76; Weitstein in loc. 

3 Boeekh, Corp. inser. 1811, 2562. 

£Vulgate, Hilarius; Theadoret, Luther, Eras- 
mus, Calovius, Wetstein: “mei muneris viea-' 
rium apni vos,” am Ende, and others, ° 
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roditus, who had been entrusted by them with the conveying of it, was 
the Zévorpyée in the matter, that is, he who performed the priestly service 
in the bringing of this offering (comp. ver. Lf J Such is algo the eon- 
ception in 2 Cor. ix. 12, On ri xpeiac x. comp. iv. 16; Rom. xii, 13.— 
néywa:} as also in Greek authors frequently, in the sense of dimatlere 
doniuin, to send home} consequently equivalent to dworéurew or avameumew 
(Philem. 12)? ea le ek 

Ver. 26. State of mind (jv with participle) of Epaphroditus, which sup- 
plied the motive for the dvayx. jyye. «.7.2.2-—The imperfect is used. (jv), 
because Paul transports himself to the time when the readers shall 
reevive this epistle. [XIV e.] Then is Epaphroditus again among them; 
but be was previously longing, ete—ddjuovav] in anaiety. Comp. on 
Matt. xxvi. 87.—Sre jo0.] that he was sick. How the Philippians received 

this information, remains an open question, as also how Epaphroditus 
learned that they had heard it. . 

Ver. 27. Confirmation of that qxoteare, bre 7o8.—xat yap «.7.A.] for he has 
also (really, see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 182; Baeumlein, p. 160) been sick. 
—rapux?. Gavary] adds the specification of the mode: ina way almost equiv- 
alent to death. There is neither an ellipsis (de Wette: dgixero or some such . i 
word is to be understood before zaparA.; comp. van Hengel) nor a solecisin 
(van Hengel); rapara. is adverbial (equivalent to: raparAqaioc, see Polyb. 
iv. 40. 10, iii 83.17; Lucian, Cyn. 17; comp. raparAnjowairepor, Plat. Polit. 

_ p. 275 C), and the dativus congruentiae (instead of which the genitive might 
also have been. used, Bernhardy, p. 148) is governed by it—Abmyy. ém 
Ries) [XIV f] grief upon grief (superadded). LXX. Ezra vii. 26; Ps. 
xix. 27; Isa. xxviii. 104 The first Abryy refers to the dreaded death of his 
~ friend; the second, to the apostle’s affliction over the painful position in 
which he found himself, as a prisoner, and also through the doings of the 
adversaries (ver. 20 £, i. 15, 17, 30), not over the sickness of Epuphroditus 
(Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Estius, and others, also 
Weiss), to which would be added that for his death. ’Adumérepoe in ver. 
28 is fatal to the latter view, for, it appears that, even after Epaphr. had 
-. been sent away, a Abry still remained, which, therefore, could. not. be 





®The supposition that Paul, in specifying 


goo That Paul, ‘however, here. writes menor 
‘this ground, wished to prevent the so speedy 


xpos beds, and, on the other hand, 7m. baiv in 





Ver, 19, is an accidental. and. undesigned 
variation. Hofmann thinks that by 7, bpiv is 
“Ineant the sending of @ representative of the 
‘apostle to thé Church, and by w. wpis bua the 
sending of a representative of the Church to the 















state of the case, but has nothing to do with 
the difference between the div. and mpds 


Bee 8s THE 125-2 Cor. xif. 17, hae 
- 4 Xen. Hell. ti. 7.9; Soph. 0. R, 1518; Polyb. 


atu, Pédovra 58 ménrev, 


apostle. This distinction is involved in the — 
bpas.. Comp. 1 Cor. iv. 17s: Eph. vi. 22; Col. 


Ye 100,10; and. frequently in Homer... See ~ 
specially Od..xv. 74: xp} gelvov mapédvra- 2 
dAyudd, 





return of the man from’ being interpreted to 


‘his’ disadvantage (Hofmann),. assumes: the - 


existence of a certain distrust, for which 
there is‘no basis in the text. Besides, Epa- 
phroditus had in fact accomplished the purpose 
of his mission, - aa, ; 
*Conip. expressions with. the dative (as 
Eeclus, xxvi. 15) in: classic Greek, e.g. dyyun 


emt oyxen (Hom, Od. vii. 120), éova én’ éedoig, 
(Pind. OL viii. 84), ddvos émi déve (Eur. Iph. 
By ie 197);, Polyb. 1.57. 1. See also Eur, Hee. 586: 
‘Autry Tis GAAy Std8oxos Kaxdy Kakots, Soph. El, 


235: éray é&rass, Hur. Troad, 175; én’ GAyeor 3° 












CHAP. 11 26-30. ca 103 


referred to the latter’s sickness. “Van Hengel errs in understanding the 
affliction as pain concerning this sickness, and the first 2imyv as “ cogitatio 
anxietatis vestrae.” See, in opposition, on ver. 28. Calvin’s remark 
suflices to justify the double Aémy: “Non jactat Stoicorum ardbeav, quasi 
ferreus esset et immunis ab humanis affectibus.” Comp. John xi. 35 f—. 
ova] not optative. See Winer, p. 270 [E. T. p. 288]. 

Ver. 28. The more urgently, therefore (in consequence of this sickness 
which he had had and recovered from, of which ye received tidings, vv. 
26, 27), I have brought about his return, which otherwise I would still 
have delayed.—ré4] belongs to yap7re, as Paul usually plices it before the 
verb, or, at least, makes it follow immediately after+ And the context 
affords no ground for departing from the usual mode, and for joining it 
With idévrec abrév (Beza, Grotius, and others, also Baumgarten-Crusius and 
de Wette).—xaye ddurdr. 6] "Biv yap byele yapyre, Kai iyo yaipw, Oecumenius. 
He is not davroc, for he is in captivity and surrounded by adversaries ; 
but the joy which he is aware is already prepared for his beloved Philip- 
pians by the return of Epaphroditus, lessens his Airy. This tender inter- 
weaving of his own alleviation with the rejoicing of his readers is lost, if 
we refer adzor. to the removal of the vexation of seeing the recovered one 
so full of longing and so uneasy (Hofmann), which, regarded as Abrn, 
would be sentimental. According to Weiss, Paul intends to say: still 
more daurog, than I have already become in consequence of Epaphroditus’ 
recovery. An unsuitable idea, because the comparative necessarily pre- 
supposes a certain degree of the Aty still remaining. In the conscious- 
ness of this Paul has written ddurdr.; if it had been otherwise, he would 
perhaps have used, as in ver. 19, kaya ebpuyd or dyad yalpu. 

Ver. 29 f. Oiv] Let, then, the reception which he meets with among you 
be in accordance with my purpose in accelerating his return (iva iddvrec 
era); receive him with all joy—év xepiv] denotes, as in Rom. xvi. 2, the 
Christian character of the rpocdéyecda, the nature and action. of which 
have their distinctive quality in Christ, in whose fellowship Christians live 
and move.—yerd wdc. yap.] excludes every kind of sullen or indifferent 
temper and expression : “with all joyfulness.”—nal rode rovobrove x.7.A.] and 
the people of such a sort, etc. “Iva ux d6En abr fidvy yapifectar, Korving mapacvet 
wavrag rode tiv abriy dperfy ereuvypévove tyndv, Theophylact. But Epa- 
phroditus is im his view, as in the given case, the person belonging to the 
class thus to be held in honor2 

Ver. 80. ded rd Epy.] [XIV g.] emphatically prefixed: on account of 
nothing else than for this great sacred aim. The work (see the critical 
remarks) is, according to the context (comp. Acts xv. 38), obvious, 
namely, that of labor for the gospel; the addition in the Ree. roi Xpiorod is 
a correct gloss, and it is this épyov nar’ éox4v (comp. tmép tov dvéuaroc, Acts 


~41S8ee Gersdorf, Beitr. p. 491 f, and yan . to holdin honor people of another sort (such 

Hengel, Ba as are described in chap. ili.) more than the 
2There is no. ground for. the reference, roiovrovs. For this assumption there would, 

which Hofmann discovers here,toanassumed at the most, be occasion only if Paul had he 
inclination, on the part of the Philippians, used the comparative instead of évrinous. . 
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-y-41) in. the service of which Epaphroditus aie so dangerous an 
~ iIness, namely, when he, according to the testimony of the predicates in 
yer, 25, as the awvepyée and ovorparidrye of the apostle, with devotedness and 
self-sacrifice, united his. exertions for the. gospel and his striving against 
the movements of its adversaries (i. 15, 17, 30, ii. 20) with a similar activity 
on the part of the apostle. The interpretation which refers gpyor to the 
business of conveying the bounty (de Wette, following older expositors, 

comp. Weiss), does. not ‘suffice for the more special characteristic descrip- 
- tion; and the reference to the enmity of Nero against Paul, the dangers 


of which Epaphroditus had shared, in order to reach the apostle and to 


serve him, finds no warrant: either in the context or in Acts xxviii, (in 
_ opposition to Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, comp. Theodoret).— 
expt Gav. iyy.] asin Ps. evil 18: jyyccay tue tiv mudGv rod Gavarov, Ecclus. li. 
6: duc favdrov, Rev. xii. 11, The expression with zéypc is more definite 
than the dative would be (as in Ps. Ixxxvili. 3: 9 Sef pou ro @dy pyyise), OF 


sie Gévar, (Job xxxili, 22); he came near even unto death. —rapapovd, rh poy. ] 


‘Such is the Tezt. Ree., which Bengel, Matthaei (vehement in opposition to 
Wetstein and Griesbach), Rinck, van Hengel, Reiche, and others defend, 
and Tischendorf still follows in the 7th ed... Justly, however, Scaliger, 
Casaubon, Salmasius, Grotius, Mill, Wetstein, and others, including Gries- 
bach, Lachmann, Scholz, Tischendorf, ed. 8, Rheinwald, Matthies, Rilliet, 
. Winer, Ewald, Weiss, J. B. Lightfoot, Hofmann, and others, have preferred 


a : rapajo2, r. 1p, The latter has the authority of ABD EFG x, 177, 178, 179 


— in its favor, as well as the support of the Itala by “parabolatus est de anima 
~ gua,” and of Vulgate, Aeth, Pelagius, by “tradens (Ambrosiaster: a 


_ interitum tradens) animam suan.” Since Podetectac was unknown to the 


~ copyists, whilst fovrebeofac was very current, instead of the one drag Aeydu. 
another crept in, the form of which, on account of the prevalence of the 
‘simple word, had nothing offensive. apaBoscveofa, Which is nowhere 


- certainly. preserved (in opposition to Wetstein’s quotations from the 


Fathers, see. Matthiae, ed. min. p. 841 £, and Reiche, Comment. erit. p. 220 
f), is formed from. the very current classical word sapaBoiog, putting at 
stake, venturesome, and is therefore equivalent to rapéBodov eiva, to. be 
venturous, to be an adventurer, as meprepevecfac equivalent to wéprepov elvac 
(1 Cor. xiii, 4), adoyetecta equivalent to ddoyov sivas (Cie. Att. vi. 4), 
drookoretew and éxtcxoretew (sec. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 591), xaperebecbec 


(Lue. Philop. 22))' Hence the napagoievoduevoc «.7,.4., which is to be — 


regarded as a. modal definition to uz. bay. yyyice, means : so that he was ven- 
turesome with his soul (dative of the more definite reference), i.e. he hazarded 


“his life? in order to supply, etc. In this sense capafdarecbacis current. 


Besides, the emphasis is not on robs rovovrovs or forfeit: Comp. srapaBédov in Poll. viii. 63, 
(Hofmann), but on évrizaus, correlative to the Phrynich. p. 238. Onthe subject-matter eonip. 
preceding Meta Wao. Xapas. also mpotecOoae ras Puxds (Pausanias, ty. 10. 8); 
-A8ee more such verbs in Lobeck, ad Phryn. ‘the animae magnae prodiqus of Horace (Od. iv 


oe p. 67, and comp. generally Kuhner, 1. LS 695, 12. 87); and the. vitam profundere pro seb ee 


IY. 4, p.-98. : of: ‘Cicero peg 8: Le 24). 
* The matter is conceived as staking a price 





eng 
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among Greek authors, and that not merely with accusative of the object, 
but also with dative of reference,? in the sense of puporvduvety (Schol. Thuc. 
iv. 57) and rapappinrew (Soph. fr. 499. Dind.).3 Hence, also, the name 
parabolané for those who waited on the sick (Gieseler, Kirchengesch. I. 2, p. 
178, ed. 4). Taking the reading of the Text. Rec., rapaPovdebecba. would 
have to be explained: male consulere vitae (Luther aptly renders: since 
he thought light of his life). See especially Reiche. This verb, also, does 
not occur in profane Greek authors; but for instances from the Fathers, 
especially Chrysostom, and that in the sense specified, see Matthiae, Le. ; 
Hase in Steph. Thes. VI. p. 220.—iva ava. x.7.4.] The object, to attain which 
he hazarded his life. We have to notice (1) that tzay belongs to terépaya ; 
and. (2) that ro mpég we Aeeroupy. can denote nothing else but the function,— 
well known and defined by the context (ver. 25), and conceived of as a 
sacrificial service,—with which Epaphroditus had been commissioned by 
the Philippians in respect to Paul (mpég ve). All explanations are there- 
fore to be rejected, which either expressly or insensibly connect ig» with 
aecroupy., and take the latter in the general sense of rendering service 
(Siaxovetv). We must reject, consequently, Chrysostoni’s explanation (comp, 
Theophylact, Theodoret, Pelagius, Castalio, Vatablus, and others): 7d obv 
torépyua tie buerépac Aectoupylag aver Ajpwcer ... bxEp EXpiv TavTag Torjoat, TOTO 
érpatev abrdog;* also the similar view taken by Erasmus and many others 
(comp. Grotius, Estius, Heinrichs, Rheinwald, van Hengel, Rilliet): “ quo 
videlicet pensaret id, quod ob absentiam vestro erga me officio videbatur 
deesse;” the arbitrary explanation of Matthies: “in order that he might 
perfect the readiness of service which yow have shown on various occasions ;” 
and several other interpretations. Hoelemann, also, in opposition to the 
simple literal sense, takes rd tuév torép. as defectus cui subvenistis, and rie 
apéc pe Aevroupy. as: rerum necessariarum ad me subministrando deferendarum. 
No; of the two genitives, referring to different things (comp. ver. 25, and » 
see Winer, p. 180 [E. T. p. 191]), by which 1d torépnua is accompanied, the 
first conveys who were wanting (iuér, ye were wanting, ye yourselves were 
not there, comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 17), and the second to what this want applied. 
Consequently the passage is to be explained : in order to compensate for the 
circumstance, that ye have been wanting at the sacrificial service touching me ; 
that is, for the circumstance, that this sacrificial service, which has been made 
through your love-gifts in my support, was completed, not jointly by you, but 
without you, so that only your messenger Epaphroditus was here, and not 
ye yourselves in person. How delicate and winning, and at the same time 
how enlisting their grateful sympathy in the fate of Epaphroditus, was it to 


t Hom. Jl. ix.322; so usually,as in 2 Mace... namely, in so far as the church had only col- 


Xiv. 38. : 

2Polyb. ii. 26. 6, iii’ 94.4; Diod. Sic, iii. 35: 
éxpivay wapaBaréobas tats Wvyxais. 

8 Comp. mapaBdddonan TH éxavrod. cepady in 
Phryin. ed. Lob. p. 238. 


4Hofmann substantially reverts to this. He 


- takes tuav as the subject, which Aad allowed 
something to remain lacking in the service, 


lected the aid, but not conveyed it. How indeli- 
cate would such a thought have been! Be- 
sides, it was, in fact, an impossibility for the 
church to have come. personally. .Henee 
the church was wanting, indeed, at the 
transmission of the bounty, but. it did not 
thereby allow anything to be wanting in the 
latter. . Pages are, ae : 
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represent the absence of the Philippians as something that had been lack- 


- ing in ghat Aeroxpyia, and therefore, as something which Paul had missed, 


to supply. which, as representative of the church, the man had (as his deadly 
- gicknegs had actually shown) hazarded his life! He did not therefore con- 


tract: the iliness on his journey to Rome (de Wette, Weiss, and older 


expositors), as Hofmann thinks, who represents him as arriving there. an 
the hot season of the year; but through his exertions dc rd épyov in Rome 
iiseif during his sojourn there, when his sickness showed that he had 


_ risked his life in order to bring the offering of the Philippians, and thus , 


compensate the apostle for the absence of the church. On avard, 70 tp, 
terép., comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 17, The compound verb is appropriately 


explained by Erasmus: “accessione implere, quod plenitudini perfectae. 


deerat.” "See on Gal, vii 2.—It was a foolish blunder of Baur to hold the 

entire. passage respecting Timothy and Epaphroditus as merely an 
- dmitation of 2 Cor, viii. 23 £ Hinsch very erroneously, because misconceiv- 

ing the delicate courtesy of the grateful expression, thinks that in ver. 80 

the aid is described as a duty incumbent on the readers,—which would be 
 un-Pauline; iv. 10 is far from favoring this idea. 


Nores ny AMERICAN Eprror. 

IX, Vv. 1-5. 
.. (a) ev is best understood as connecting this opening passage of the second 
chapter with roderebeode (i. 27), as related to and modified by the wa... ebayyediou 
clause, To such a conformity in living to the gospel as would make them strive 
. together for the faith with one soul, unanimity of sentiment and oneness of heart 


--were necessary. The Apostle urges this upon them, therefore (otr), as the first 


element of Christian life, of which he would speak. To this unanimity. humility, 
‘such as he describes in ver. 3, was essential. He accordingly adds an exhortation 
to this virtue also, which, because of the close relation between the two, he joins 
_. with the previous one in an added clause of the same sentence—(b) The fourfold 
- conditional portion of the sentence and the fourfold expression of the idea of har- 
.. mony, 2s, indeed, also the asking the readers to make his joy complete by following 
his. exhortation, show the urgency and emphasis with which he desired to make 
his -appeal—(c) The clauses from yydév to favréw incidentally suggest the causes 
of want of harmony which the Apostle had in mind. The former word, as. Light- 
_ foot remarks, is connected with “the exaltation of party ;” the latter, with “the 
exaltation of self” The fact, however, that the clause rij rarewadpootvy «7.2. is 
placed in contrast with both épufeiay and xevodogiax, points to the conclusion that 
the “exaltation of party” here alluded to is inspired by the spirit of self-exalta- 
tion, and the latter idea is, thus, the one that is prominent.—(d) The words yu 


alee 


__ oxomobres x.7,A. (ver, 4) are, by reason of their connection with what precedes, to. 


che regarded as having reference to the same thing. The looking upon the things 
of others is opposed to that exclusive consideration of one’s own things which is 


by the passage (vv. 6-11) which refers to Christ. A, very similar phrase to the 
one here used is found in 1 Cor, x. 24, and a similar idea to that contained in 





characteristic of a self-exalting spirit. That this is the thought is indicated, also, 
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these words, as viewed in themselves alone, is expressed in other places by the 
_ Apostle; but the special thought and application are suggested, in differeng cases, 
by the context—(e) The emphasis of ihe appeal, and the distinctness with which 


the thing to be laid aside is brought out, render it probable, that the writer was: 


giving here, not a general exhortation to harmony as based upon humility, but a 
special and personal one to the Philippians, which had reference to some division, 
or tendency to division, among them,—at least, to some épeteia springing out of 
xevodogia, At the same time, there is no evidence or probability of contending 
doctrinal divisions in the Philippian Church, or of parties like those in Corinth. 
The divisions, if such they should be called, or the want of harmony (as the lan- 
guage employed seems more probably to justify us in describing the condition of 
things), was a minor matter in comparison with what was seen in some of the 
other churches. They were not so divided as to prevent their fellowship for the 
furtherance of the gospel (i. 5), or the Apostle’s joy on their behalf (i. 4). 
‘With respect to individual words or minor points in these verses, the following 
remarks may be added :—(1) The exhortation of vv. 1, 2, as presented in the form 
of the sentence, is fulfill my joy, while the harmony of he church is the end tn view 
or resulé of such fulfilling. But, in the writer’s mind, the latter was the main thing 
which he desired and aimed at. It seems probable, therefore, that the four points 
mentioned in the ¢ clauses are. intended by the Apostle to bear upon iva ¢povire 
7d abré, rather than upon wAypdoare pov 7. yap. If there is any exhortation in 
Christ, ete., as there surely is, which may legitimately bear upon your relations to 
one another, I beg you, he says, to let it influence you to be thoroughly united. 
Meyer connects these clauses somewhat more directly with wAypacate.—(2) RB. Y. 
has comfort, A. V., consolation, as the rendering of tapaéxayow; Jout most of the 
best recent commentators (including not only Meyer, but EIL, Lightf, Alf, Eadie, 
and others), agree with A. R. V. in translating it by exhortation. ‘This is probably 
correct.—(8). rapauidiov is regarded by Grimm (Lex. N.T.), as well as by the 
writers mentioned by Meyer in his note, and some others, as meaning persuadens 
alloquium, persuasion, encouragement, incentive. This, also, seems more in accordance 
with the character of the passage than consolation (R. V.) or comfort (Meyer and 
many others), The reasons urged by Meyer for the latter meaning do not appear 
to be conclusive—(4) With Meyer’s view respecting the supply of ¢povobvre¢ be- 
fore uydév (ver.3) most recent comm. agree. The movement of the whole sentence 
in the sphere of thinking, rather than doing, strongly favors this view. The other 
participles and the verb dpoveire of ver. 5 confirm it. The right state of mind— 


harmony of thought and feeling—would make the church ready for united action, — 
& 


_ such as that indicated in i. 27. 


X. Vv. 6-11. 


(a) These verses are evidently Sntvodadad as commending the exercise of hu- 
maitiiey. The Apostle presses upon his readers the exhortation just given by pre- 
senting before them the example of Christ and bidding them have the same mind 
which He had. The setting forth of what Christ was and is, of what He gave up 


and has received, is therefore for the purpose of exhibiting His mind and example, - 


and this for a Ssiactionl end. . But this is only the. primary purpose, as related to 


the particular line of thought along which he is moving. It is clear’ that the : 


verses contain a more detailed statement concerning Him than was necessary for 
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the accomplishment of such an object. They must have, by reason of this fact, 
something beyond what their subordinate grammatical position would indicate. 
In the tieclarations which they make describing Christ in Himself, they must have 
a certain independence, As they go back in these declarations. to the past and 
forward to the future, they must be designed to set. before the readers not merely 
His example, but Himself. That this is the fact is confirmed by the relationship 
“in thought which exists between this passage and Eph. i. 20 ff and Col. i. 15 ff, for, 
though the statements of the three passages are occasioned by diflerent . causes 
and addressed to men exposed to different influences, it cannot be reasonably 
doubted that, in the mind of the Apostle, they belonged together.as expressing 
his view of. Christ. ‘The verses here, as well as those in the other Epistles, 
“must be examined in this light, Examining them thus we find—(d) that the 
writer traces out a progressive development in the matter of which he is speaking. 


His primary object, as connected with his exhortation to the readers, is to show 
how Christ by His voluntary humbling of himself reached the exaltation which 


He has attained. For the setting forth of this, he tells what He gave up in 
“thus humbling Himself, what He did while here on earth in the same line of 
self-renunciation, and what is the greatness and glory of His reward. This 
progressive character of the statements is an important élement in the question 
of the interpretation—(c) The progressive development alluded to points, in and of 
itself, most naturally to a condition antecedent to what is indicated hy éxévacev 
-. of ver. 7; to what took place in and at the time of the act of emptying Himself; 
to that humiliation and death which followed upon the «éveor and completed 
the self-renunciation ; and to the exaltation at the end, with all that it involved.— 
(d) The most natural interpretation of the clauses as related to each other, and 
. of the individual words and phrases, accords with and confirms the understanding 


“of the passage which the observation of: its general progress would suggest. 
_ In the consideration of these individual words and phrases we may notice the 


following points:—(L) The natural interpretation of the words éavrdy éxévocer 
‘suggests a giving up, not of something which He might assume, but of something 
which He already possessed. This is confirmed by the contrast of itdpyov with 
_yevduevoc, and of év popday Scot with AaBdv poppy dobdov, and perhaps, also. by 
‘the emphatic position of éavrdv. . The indication of these words is that, at a certain 
time, the question arose whether He should retain something which He had had 


before and still had, or whether He should lay it. aside for something else which 


: was lower, and which even involved an emptying of Himself; and that He volun- 
_ tarily chose the latter course. He could not, either in the strict sense or figura- 
“tively, empty Himself*of what did not previously appertain to Him.—(2) That 


which thus previously appertained to Him, and of which He emptied Himself, is 


“Indicated by peopgn) God as contrasted with popd) dovdod, He emptied Himself by 
. giving up the former and taking the latter. The condition designated by év pop#ij 
_ cob must, therefore, be a condition antecedent to éxévacer, and txdpywn k.7.4. must 


refer to the pre-incarnate state—(8) The significance of opp} in the N.T. and: 


i the writings of Greek authors, as distinguished from cyjya, cannot. perhaps be 
determined with absolute certainty in all cases, It is in general well established, 
however ; and, in a case like the present, where the use of the two words shows the 

-_writer’s intention, there ean be no reasonable doubt that yop¢? has its own peculiar 


"of as immediately connected with, the inward nature. Zyiq, on the other hand, 


force—denoting that form which is the outward expression of, and is conceived _ 
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has the sense of fashion, appearance, form, as not thus closely and vitally related 
to essence.—(4) It must be noticed, however, that Paul does not use in these, verses 
oveia or dto¢—that is, words directly expressing the notion of essence or nature, but 
that he limits himself to words which relate to form, yop67 and oyjpa. The con- 
trast is one of “ope7, and not of otaia, so far as the expressions of the sentence set 
it forth. It is also noticeable that, in connection with the idea of assuming the 
uoppy SotAov, words of less significance than /opg7 are added—namely, duoiwua and 
ovjua.—(5) The indication as to the Apostle’s thought which the facts give is, 
that in emptying Himself Christ did not lay aside His divine nature, but that form 
which would, of itself, immediately lead the one who beheld it to the belief that 
He had this nature. The terms and precision of scientific doctrinal statement are 
not to be looked for in a passage where the language employed is intentionally of 
another character, i.e. the language of ordinary letters and discourse.. Within 


the possibilities of the style which he adopts, the Apostle is careful to use words, to 


add suggestions of limitation, to repeat, in some measure, with modifying clauses 
or expressions, to guard against misunderstanding ; and his words and statements, 
when taken together, all show that what he intended to declare was this—that 
Christ had in the pre-incarnate state the wopé7 Heod which implied divine nature, 
but that, in emptying Himself, He laid aside the form, but not the nature; that 
He assumed the human, but did not give up the divine in ‘every sense. The 
Pauline idea as to the divine nature of Christ is thus expressed by év popgy Geod 
bmrdpyor, 

(6) A further expression of the idea is found in 7d elvac ica Oe, and also in 
connection with the word dprayyudv, The phrase rd elvaz ica fem must, from the form 
of the sentence, have an immediate relation to é jeopd. Oeod iw. As popd implies 
divine nature,—only in its exhibition outwardly,—vd eivae «7.2. cannot be other- 
wise than consistent with this idea. And this, whether ica be taken, with Meyer 
and others, in the simple adverbial sense and elvac be understood as equivalent to 
existere—so that the meaning is the God-equal existence (existence in the way of 
parity with God); or whether, with Lightf. and others, toa be regarded as a predi- 
cate and elvac as having its ordinary sense—to be on an equality with God. This 
phrase conveys the idea, on the more internal side, of that which, on the external 
side, is set forth by pop¢?. The two together, as Meyer remarks in his foot-note 
(page 69), exhaust the idea of divinity; and, as he also remarks in the foot-note 
on page 72, the 76 elvat ica Ye is the Pauline Ved¢ qv 6 Adyog.. As regards the 
exact force of the words, the use of the ica in a predicative way is legitimate, as 
proved by Job xi, 12 and other examples, But the connection and progress of 
the thought in the verses may be regarded as, on the whole, favoring Meyer’s 
view, and as showing that Paul had in mind the divine mode of existence. That 
toa has the sense of equality, and not mere likeness, is made evident by all the in- 
dications of the passage——(7) The word dprayzé¢ must be understood either (x) as 
having the active sense of the og termination of verbal nouns, a rabbing ; or (y) as 
equivalent to the passive form in a, a thing robbed or seized, preda, res rapta; or 


(z) as holding a sort of intermediate position between the two, a thing to be grasped; 


res repienda. If either 2 or y is adopted as the true explanation, the phrase indi- 
cates, in itself, that the equality spoken of was a thing already belonging to Him: 
He did not look upon it as a thing which was a foreign possession, which He could 


~ only possess by an. act of. robbing, or as something robbed. If 2 is adopted, two - 
suppositions are possible—either He did not count it a thing already in pan, i 
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which was to he grasped as if he would not let it go; or a thing not already pos- 
sessed, which was to be eagerly laid hold of. While both of these are possible, 
however, the following verb éxévecer, which is adapted to express the divesting 
one’s self of what one has, rather than the refusal to seize upon what one has not, and 
the preceding words év nopgy teov indpyov show the former of the two to be the 
correct one. In whichever of the three ways dptayudv is explained, therefore, this 
phrase, as well as the other two already considered, sets forth the divinity of Christ. 
The explanation designated by zis to be preferred as meeting most satisfactorily 
the demands of the strong adversative conjunction 4/44. Emptying Himself by 
taking the form of a servant was the direct opposite to the regarding 7d elva: loa _ 
‘Seo asa thing to be firmly held in possession —(8)-The word dobAov (ver. 7) is” 
evidently contrasted with S:od, and the words év du. avdp, yevduevoc are explanatory 
of the way in which He took the papi dobAov. The view of Meyer with respect 
to this point must be regarded as correct, as also his explanation of the use of the 
word duotaza, “ Christ, although certainly perfect man, was by reason of the divine 
nature present in Him, not simply and merely man, but the incarnate Son of God.” 
. This is the Pauline 6 Aéyog odpf éyévero, The carefulness in the selection of the 
language, within the limits of the figures, ete, which are used, is very striking, 
He assumes the nature of man, as suggested by op¢f, but not so as to exchange 
ae. the divine nature for it and thus divest Himself of the divine nature (év 64. yev,— 
eee (9) This latter idea is still further brought out by xal oyjuare ebpevteig oe dvdpurror. 
If there words are, as Meyer holds, to be connected immediately with the preceding 
participial clause (a new sentence beginning with éraretwoer), they must be intro- 
duced with this special design. If, on the other hand, the connection is with this 
verh, the same suggestion is contained in them, only that it is less direct and 
prominent. As regards the question of connection, the natural force of the words, 
~ considered in themselves and in relation to the other participial clauses, favors 
Meyer's view—He was not simply a man, but was in the likeness of men (entered 
into a form of existence like that of men), and was found in fashion as a man 
(there was no observed difference hetween His appearance and that of a man—the 
divine nature in Him was-not. perceived). The abruptness of the introduction of 
_ £rareivwcey with no connecting particle is, however, a serious objection to this view. 
‘A new participial clause seems fitted, also, to the turn of thought from the self-re- 
“munciation and humility manifested by Christ in assuming human nature to that 
which He showed after He had assumed it (10) dcé of ver. 9 introduces the ex- 
-altation as the reward of the humiliation. The verbs dmepiyasey and éxapicaro 
are used, thus, from the standpoint of the work of Christ and His condition upon 
‘the earth, and do not carry with them any necessary indication as to His relation 
to God the Father in His doupxoc state. The subordination of Christ suggested in 
this passage is only that connected with His Messianic position and His carrying 




























out of the Father's plan of salvation. 
» (11) ‘The reference of 73 Svoua (ver. 9), may be to honor and dignity (comp. Eph. 
i. 21); or-to a particular name given to Christ.. The fact that the article is used 
points to the latter as more probable, If some special name is intended, the pass- 
_ age suggests only two—xbpcoc and ’Iyoots. The indications of the verses (9-11), 
_.. When taken together, favor the view that the name is “Iyoot¢; because the bowing 

is declared to be in the name of Jesus, and because the confession that He is Kipeog 
does not seem to be the recognition by the worshipers of a divinely given name, 


®. 


ut rather the expression of the worship itself. The name Jesus, however, cannot 7 
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be understood here simply as the name given to Him at the beginning (Matt. i. 
21), but as having its final and full significance in. the universal honor given to it 
and the universal acknowledgment that He is-Lord.—(12) Vv. 10, 11 set forth 
(tva) the purpose of God in thus giving Christ the name which is above every 
name, With respect to these two verses, it may be noticed (w) that the expression 
év tO ov. Iyood declares that the homage is to move in the sphere of his name, and, 
if interpreted most strictly, it would seem to point towards a willing and true wor- 
_ ship. The latter sense, however, cannot be insisted upon as certainly in the words; 
(x) that the worship is declared to be on the part of all—either all intelligent be- 
ings in heaven, on earth, and under the earth, or all things, i.e. all creation. The 
language employed (wav yévu, waca yAaooa), favors the reference to intelligent beings, 
but can hardly be said, in a passage of this character, to prove it. This, however, 
is probably the true view of the meaning; (y) that carayVoviev is to be taken as 
referring to the dead in Hades, as Meyer and others hold; (2) that 2fopoAoyhoerae 
means confess in full or openly, and that it is also a-word which may be used of 
hearty, willing confession —(13) The main thought of vv. 10, 11, for the expres- 
sion of which they are written, is evidently that of the exaltation of Christ, and 
not that of the union of all intelligent beings with Him as willing subjects. This 
fact must be borne in mind in the consideration of any points in the verses, which 
may appear to indicate such voluntary subjection on the part of all. In view of 
this fact, also, the inquirer as to Paul’s doctrine of the future should carefully ex- 
amine all his statements on the subject, and should discover in the present passage 
only what it clearly affirms. The Pauline view of Christ’s exaltation can be 
proved from these verses. What the Pauline view of the eternal condition of men 
is to be, must be sought for in other passages taken in connection with this one, and 
not in this one alone. | 


XI. Vv. 12, 13. 


(a) In relation to wodurebeobe of i, 27, Vv. 12-18 contain the third point in 
which the Apostle would urge the Philippians to. conduct themselves, as citizens 
of the new kingdom, in a manner worthy of the gospel. Firmness in contending 
for the gospel faith, accompanied by unity of spirit; unity of spirit among them- 
selves, accompanied by humility and self-renunciation ; self-renunciation, inspired 
by and in imitation of the example of Christ, as leading to the most careful. and 
earnest effort to fail in nothing which might be essential to the attainment of 
salvation ;—-these are the three things which he presses upon their attention. — 
They are the things which the readers needed, in their condition and circum- 
stances to make them “children of God without blemish in the midst of a crooked 
and perverse generation,” and thus to give him a ground of glorying in them in 
the day of Christ; and for this reason, doubtless, they are the only things which 
- he mentions as elements of the od:rebecfac x.7.A.—(b) The immediate connec- 
tion of ver. 12 with what precedes through Gore is, as Meyer rightly says, with 

vv. 6-11. The example of Christ, who reached His glorious reward and exalta- 
_ tion through. self-abasement, is urged as the ground of the new exhortation. As 
the Head of the kingdom had thus acted, they, as its citizens, should be moved 
_ to earnestness to do everything, and solicitude to leave nothing undone, which the 
end in view demanded.—(c) The emphasis of the exhortation in ver. 12, con-: 
_ sidered simply as an exhortation, is largely upon the words pera géBov Kal rpduov, : 
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and the connection of thought with what goes before is, thus, partly through the | 


fact. that such solicitude would, in one e line of its influence, naturally manifest 
itself in self-renunciation, 
(d) The emphasis on yy a év i “-mapovola pov Ke ras is due to the fact that this 


is the real ground of his giving the exhortation, so far as their relation to him . 


is concerned. The explanation which Meyer gives of d¢ and of this entire clause 
(with which El. and some others also agree), is simpler and better than that 
which he mentions as favored by Weiss, de Wette, Lightf., and others—(e) Ver. 


“18 is subordinate to ver. 12, the main thought moving on in ver. 14, The rela- 


tion of ver. 13 to ver. 12 is that of a reason for the carrying out of the exhortation, 
Work oud, etc, and the reason given is, as Meyer says, in the line of encourage- 


ment.. Whatever general theological statement may be properly founded upon 


the words of this verse, it must be observed that they are directly applied to, 


and spoken of, those who have already entered upon the Christian life. The — 
- Apostle in this passage, does what the N. T. writers generally do when they speak 


of God’s election of men, His predestinating purpose, His working for the accom- 
plishment of that purpose, so far as this working lies back of man’s working. 


He does not allude to the subject in its relation to unbelievers or to-:men before. 


their conversion, but solely as a ground of confidence and comfort to those who 


have already believed. He tells the Christian that he may have joyful and vic- 


torious hope in his living and working, because he can rest upon the eternal 


purpose of God.—(f)} tmép ric eidoxiag is to be connected with évepyav, Bidoxia, 
with its kindred verb eidoxety, when used of God, seems to tend, in the N. T., 
towards the idea of good pleasure rather than good will, and to refer to free, 
- unconditioned will, or favoring will. That the meaning in this case may be good 
_° ail, as Meyer understands it—that is, “in order to satisfy His own benignant 
disposition,” cannot be doubted. But the peculiar character of the statement, 


“worketh in you both to will and to work éép tij¢ edd.’ as well as the more com- 
mon usage, may Jead us to believe that the thought of the Divine purpose was in 
the writer's mind, and that the word here means benevolent purpose. . btép—on he- 
half of, for the advantage of, for, in fulfillment of Grimm (Lex. N, TB): says 


benevotentice (eu) satisfacturus, 


AIT. Vy. 14-18. 


(a) Ver. 14 may be regarded as presenting the opposite side of the exhortation 
of ver.12. To act with that earnest solicitude which fears lest something may be 
left undone is directly contrary to murmuring and questioning. mdvrais, thus, to be 
determined in its limits of application by xarepydCeoVe 4.7.1. and yoyy. and dua, are 


to be explained as murmurings, ete. against God, not against other men. There is 


nothing in the context which, either certainly or probably, indicates such diffor- 
ences or parties as would suggest the latter reference. diahoyopdv is, accordingly, 
to be understood, with Meyer, as meaning questionings (so A. R. V.and many 
eomm.), and not disputings, as R. V. As Lightf. well says, “yoyy. is the moral, 
did, the intellectual rebellion against God."—(b) twa yévyode «.7.4.—As, in i. 27 ff, 

they were to act worthily of the gospel to the end of standing boldly and without 
fear before their enemies, so here they are to do all things to the end of being 
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- evil men.—f{e) é xéoum is more probably to be taken as qualifying @afveoSe dg 

puor., than door, alone, as Meyer takes it.—(d) Meyer differs from most comm, in 
giving to éxéyovre¢ (ver. 16) the sense of possessing. It is doubtful whether any 
of the passages cited hy him fully justify his view; certainly most of them, even 
Thue. iii. 107. 4 mentioned in his foot note, do not. Rob. (Lex. N. T.), agreeing 
with Luther, de Wette and others, makes it mean holding fust; (so also W. and 
Wilk., Gavynn).. Grimm (Lex. N. T.), Ell, Alf Eadie, v. Heng. and others under; 
stand it in the sense assigned to it by Beza, Grot., Lightf., ete., holding forth. This 
last meaning (given, also, by R. V. and A. Y.), is probably correct. 


Weiss agrees 
with Meyer. 


Lightf. regards év oi¢ . . . kédom as a parenthésis, and éréz as un- 
connected with it and belonging to Wa yévyote «7A. But this construction is 
unnecessary, and is even less natural than that which joins the participle with gaiv 
ag gwot, The Phil. Christians are luminaries as and. because they hold forth, ete, 

(e) It can hardly be doubted that in his use of the words sig Kebyqua (ver, 16), 
the Apostle had in mind a thought kindred to that of i. 26. As his reneweil 
-. presence with them, in case his life should be continued, would be, through its 
beneficial influence upon their lives, a cause of glorying on their part,.so their 
progress and Christian development would be a cause of similar glorying on his 
_ part. We may believe, therefore—for this reason, as well as because of ver. 17— 
that he refers here to the probability of his surviving the present uncertainties, 


Whether ev¢ 7. Xp. implies a hoped-for continuance of life until the Parousia is 


more doubtful. It cannot be regarded as certain that it does, and no inference on 


this point can be drawn from this verse, taken by itself—(f) Lightf. regards the 
Philippians as the priests who offer the sacrifice of their own faith, the Apostle’s 
life-blood being the accompanying Libation. This view harmonizes with the pre- 
ceding thought. As their becoming blameless, etc., would, in case he lived, be a 
ground of glorying for him, so, on the other hand, if, in connection with their 
advance in faith and Christian living, his death should oceur, he will still rejoice. 
It is also favored by the fact that, if Panl presents himself as the priest, we have 
- the figure of a priest offering his own blood, which is somewhat improbable. But 
passages such as Rom. xv. 16, 17 represent the Apostle in the exercise of the 


priestly office, making an offering to God of his Gentile converts, and the paral-- 


lelism of these passages with this one is noticeable. Most recent comm. adopt the 
view of Meyer, but that of Lightf., which is advocated by some others, is worthy 
of serious consideration. 

(g) The progress of the verses shows that the joy which the Apostle ene of 
in ver. 17 (vaipo), is not joy in the fact that death is gain to himself (i. 21), but 
in the fact that even his death, if it comes, will be immediately connected with 
the development of their faith. His congratulation of the Philippians, therefore, 
-or uniting of his joy with theirs, is not on account of the honor which “such a 
martyrdom for the sake of their faith ” would give them (so Meyer), but. because 
his martyrdom, like his life’s labors (ver. 16), was for the furtherance of the 
gospel, as related to the furtherance of their faith, Zovyaipw may mean congratu- 
late, as Mey., Grimm, Eadie, Lightf, and many others take it, or rejoice with, as 
EI, de W., Weiss, R. V., A. V., and others hold. The objection made by Meyer 


to the latter meaning cannot be regarded as conclusive. In the simple, affectionate. 


style of this Epistle, we may naturally expect expressions of this sort (“TI rejoice. 
and rejoice with you, and do you rejoice and rejoice with. me”), without any 


‘thought of the difficulty suggested. Looking at ver. 18 alone, it would seem 
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more probable that Paul would ask the Philippians to rejoice with him in the joy 
which he felt, than to congratulate him on the happiness which. is alluded to as 


appertaining to: his death. RB. V. renders 7 abré in the sume manner, A. V. for the 
same cause. The tendency of recent comm. is rather towards the latter view, the . 
words being regarded, grammatically, as a sort ‘of objective accusative depending 


on yaipere. 


XIU. Vv. 19-24. 


(a) The object which the Apostle had in sending Timothy to Philippi was two- 
fold :—first, that which, is indicated by ne . . . tuav of ver. 19, and secondly, the 
one referred to. in Ta wept buiy pepyurfoes of ver. 20, The same two-fold thought 

‘appears here, therefore, which has appeared in the preceding context and else- 
where in the Epistle. The Christian progress of the Philippian Church is viewed 
‘as the thing primarily and earnestly to be desired; but it is thus desired as a 
source of joy and comfort to Paul himself. He thinks of ‘the subject in this light 
because of his peculiar affectionate interest in them, and because, in his present 
condition of uncertainty respecting the future, his mind naturally turns to the 
eontemplation of the results of his own work.—(b) That there is a connection of 
thought between these verses and those which immediately precede (vv. 12-18), 
4g not to be questioned. As for the particle dé at the beginning of ver. 19, the 
explanation given hy Meyer (“ However threatening my situation is (ver. 17), 
“nevertheless I hope”), may be satisfactory. But, when the whole passage (10-24) 
is considered, we must believe that Paul was thinking, not merely of continued 
Fife, as opposed to the possibility of speedy death, but also, and prominently, of 
_. the growth in Christian character on the part of the Philippians, and of his own 
ts satisfaction in that growth as connected with his own labors.—(c) eayo of ver. 19, 
however, is not.to be explained as if the two ideas just mentioned were in the 
- Apostle’s mind in writing this clause. Had this been the case, he could scarcely 
have left one of them, and. that so important a one, altogether unnoticed. On the 
other hand, the fact that the clause contains but one verb, ehwyo,—which by the. 


“emphatic éyé with its connective «ci is most naturally earried over, in its appro- 


“priate form, to the ivei¢ to be supplied in thought,—confirms the explanation given 
in Meyer's note as the true one. Timothy was to comfort Paul by what he should 
have to report of the Philippians, and: the Philippians by what he should have 
to report of Paul. The service which he was to render by ministering to the 
faith and life of the church in Philippi is not referred to until the next verse.— 
—(d) The allusion to this service is brought ont in a sentence which gives the 
reason why Timothy was chosen by Paul to be the messenger. This reason, how- 
ever, presenis so emphatically the Apostle’s desire to send the most competent 
person possible, that the grammatical subordination of the sentence connected 

- with the ydp is more than counterbalanced. : : 
(e) That Meyer's. view respecting the word to be supplied with iodpoyov (ver. 
20), (namely, 9/), is correct, asagainst the-view of those who would supply 279, is 
prove eed ihe evident intimation (comp. ver. 20 with ver. 24) that Timothy was 
sent to fill Paul's place until he sho haps, be ¢ 0 visi imself : 
- + (2) by the o¢ ie réxvov ob peer ae Leet eats ae 
are 1%. £000/ of ver. 22; by the fact that 


_ the whole matter is introduced as relating to Paul’s. own satisfaction in what the. 
hurch should gain.—-(f) ei¢ 70 ebayyéfuov (ver, 22)-—-comp. the same words ini5.. | 
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The Apostle’s thought is evidently moving, throughout these two chapters, in 
‘the sphere of this “furtherance of the gospel,” and the explanation of many 
points must be determined, more or less directly and entirely, by this fact—(g) 
Vv. 23, 24 indicate, once more, the confidence which he felt in his: release from 
imprisonment. This release was also,.as he believed, to come soon, The date 
of the Epistle cannot be proved from these indications, but they must be regarded . 
as strongly favoring the conclusion that it was written not long before the actual 
decision of his case. 


XIV. Vy. 25-80. 


(a) The marked emphasis on dveyxaiov points to some connection between this 
statement and what has been said about Timothy. Probably a certain contrast: to 
éarifw of ver. 19 is intended. The special reason for sending Epaphroditus is 
given, as Meyer says, in vv. 26, 28; but, in view of the word avayx, and the stress 
laid upon it, we may believe that there was a necessity, to Paul’s fecling, to hear 
again from the Philippian Church, and to give them an inspiring message and 
helpful aid from himself, for the setting forward of their faith. Though he hoped 
to send Timothy soon, and even had confidence that he might, somewhat later, go 
to them himself, he felt the weight of this “necessity” so strongly, that he must 
send back Epaphroditus at once—(b) ayodugy (ver. 25) and érenipa (ver. 28) are 

_quite generally regarded as epistolary aorists. If so, when taken in connection 
with ver. 20, they make it probable that Epaphroditus was the bearer of Paul’s 
letter. As such aorists, they should be translated as presents, rather than as in 
A. V.and R. YV.; or, as the former verb precedes in time the latter, #yyoduyv should 
perhaps be rendered as a perfect.—(¢) In the words ovvepydv and cuvorpariory may 
be found another indication of the thought underlying the whole development of 
these chapters.—() It is doubtful whether Aecrovpyd is to be pressed here to its 
sense of sucrijicial minister, as Meyer holds. The more general meaning of minister 
would seem to meet the demands of the passage. FEll., Alf., and others take it in 
the latter sense—(e) qv of ver. 26 Is regarded by Meyer as used from the stand- 
point of the time of the reception of the Epistle. Even if this he so, the time of 
the beginning of this feeling and of the sickness of Epaphroditus would. seem 
clearly to have been before the date of writing the letter. May not qv éremobdp, 
therefore, be more properly rendered by the perfect—the feeling of longing. and 
distress having continued to the time when the Apostle takes his resolution here 
alluded to?—(/) The first Abzqv of ver. 27 evidently refers to the loss of Epaphro- 
ditus, from which Paul had now been saved. The second Aéirqv is more doubtful, 
but the view of Meyer seems more probable than that of Weiss and others men- * 
tioned in Meyer’s note. The objection made by Weiss to Meyer’s view, that Paul 
"expresses a feeling of joy elsewhere in connection with the matter of his imprison- 
ment, does not seem conclusive, for the reason, first, that the joy was not in the 
imprisonment itself, but in the fact that it had resulted in good, and, secondly, that 
the limitations and trials of imprisonment could not, in themselves, have been 
‘other than a gtief to him, He might have rejoiced in the death of Epaphroditus 
in a similar way, if it had been the means of good to the Christian cause, and yet 
he would have felt it to be a ground of sorrow, and naturally might have some- 
where spoken of it as:such. His mind was here upon his own grievous trial; in. 
the other places to which Weiss alludes, it was upon what had.so remarkably been - 
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effected by it—{(g) If the textual reading bua rd Epyov, ii adobe by Tisch. Tth ed. Alf, 
Mey., Lightf., is correct, épyor refers undoubtedly to the work of the gospel (called: 
dheslaiciy, the work). Lf, however, Krpiov (W. and #H.), Xpeorot (Tisch. 8th ed.), or 
rai Xjuovad (T. RB. } is to be added, there may be in this general expression an in- 
tended allusion to the bringing of the contribution from the Philippian Church, or 
to some ‘specixl service or attendance. given to the Apostle. The connection of — 
thought with ovvepydy and ovverparcéiryy, which is suggested by Meyer, is not im- 
probable; if we adopt Meyer’s view of the text, and not impossible, tnoneh perhaps 
less ate if we sy with the majority of the MSS. 


# 








CHAP. ud 


CHAPTER III. 


Ver. 3. Instead of Gcot Elz. has Oe), against decisive testimony, although | 
again defended by Reiche. A clumsy emendation in order to complete the Aarp.— — - 
Ver. 6. ¢7Aov] Lachm. and Tisch. read (fAoc, following A BD* FGx*® A 
copyist’s error; comp. the exeg. remarks on 2 Cor..ix. 2——Ver. 8. Instead of pév 
ov Elz. and Tisch. 8 have pevoiyye, which, although supported by A P x, ‘is 
opposed by very preponderating testimony.—The second eva is wanting in B D* oa ; 
FG x*, 17, Arm. Vulg. It. Lucif., e al. Suspected by Griesb., omitted by - | 
Lachm. and Tisch, 8. But how readily may it, otherwise superfluous, have been 
left out before the similar a !—Ver. 10. The second rjv is wanting in A B N*; 
omitted by Lachm.; overlooked as unnecessary.—Instead of ovupoppiduevog (so 
achm. and Tisch.), which Griesb. approves, Elz. and Scholz have ouzpoppobyevog. 
But the former has in its favor A B D* P8,* min. Or. ms. Bas. Macar,, as also 
ouvgopticduevoc in F G, It. Lucif. Ir. The Recepta substitutes an analogous form 
more familiar—Ver. 11. ror vexp.] A BDEP xy, min. and many vss. and 
Fathers, have 771 é« vexp., which is recommended by Griesb. and adopted by 
Scholz, Lachm., and Tisch. But Paul always uses avdoracig with merely the . 
genitive Tay vexpov, or only vexp, The é« was written on the margin here to i 
explain the word éavaor., which does not occur elsewhere in. the N, 'T., and 
subsequently the erroneous insertion of this é« after tép (so still F G) produced 





the reading tiv éx vexp-——Ver, 12, The Xprorod alone (Elz. gives rot X. "Iyoov) has ae : 
» -» preponderant evidence.—Ver, 14, évi] Lachm. and Tisch. read eic, following A B a 


x, min. Clem. Aeth. Rightly; évé is explanatory.—Ver. 16. After orocyeiv, Elz., 

Scholz have xavéve, 1d. avté dpoveiv, which is wanting in A B y*, min. Copt. ae 
Sahid. Aeth. Hilar. Aug., et al. There are, besides, several variations, and ml 
differences in the arrangement of the words. The Recepta has arisen from glosses a 
(following Gal. vi. 16; Phil. ii. 2), and has far too little homogeneousness in a 
critical point of view, to enable it to be defended on the ground of homoioteleuton 
(so Maith. and Rinck).—Ver. 21. After judy, Elz. has ele rd yevéobas abré, which 
(although defended hy Matth.) is omitted by decisive authorities. An ancient 
supplement.—éav7@] Following A B D* F GK P 8*, min. Eus. TheophyL, aire 
is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be read; éavr@ is a more precise definition. 





In iii. 1 Paul seems already preparing to close his epistle; but at this 
point. his attention is directed, perhaps by some special momentary 
occasion, to the party of anti-Pauline teachers, against which he at 
once breaks forth with vehemence and irony in ver. 2, warning his 
readers against them; and thereafter, from ver. 4 to 14, he sets forth in 
detail his own bearing as contrasted with the character of those false 
teachers. . 
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be a Ver, 1. con Ver. 1, see Note XV. page "152 |] Td Aorrér] raledaices what 
oe is sill to be done by the readers in addition to what has been hitherto com- 
Ree - muniecated; see on Eph. vi. 10... Hence it is of frequent occurrence 
bo £2 towards the close of the epistles, as bringing in a further request, exhorta- — 
tion, etc. rd the closing address thus introduced, but at once abandoned 
again in ver. 2, Paul would have attached his giving of thanks for the aid 
sent to him Ee iv. 8, 1042). This is contrary to the view of Schinz 
and van Hengel, who, from the fact that Paul has not yet expressed his 
thanks, conclude that he did not at this point desire to proceed to the 
closing of the letter. We need not search for a connection with what 
precedes.” The preceding topic is closed, und the exhortation beginning 
with rd doer, which now follows stands by itself; so that we are not even 
justified in saying that Paul here passes from the particular to the general 
(Schinz, Matthies), but must simply assume that he is proceeding to the 
conclusion, which he desired to commence with this general encourage- 
ment.—yaipere év xvpip| [XV a.] is a summons to Christian joyfulness, 
which is not xara xdoyov (see Chrysostom), but has its ground in Christ, and 

is thereby specifically defined, inasmuch as Christ—through the Holy Spirit 
—rules in the believing heart; hence the yapa mveiparog dyiov (1 Thess. i. 6) 

or éy wvetuare dyiy (Rom. xiv. 17) are in substance not different from this 
(comp. Gal, v. 22), The subsequent double repetition of this encourage- 
ment. (iv. 4) is the result of the apostle’s special love for his readers, and 
of the whole tone of feeling pervading the epistle. Moreover, in é suply 
we are not to seek for a new speciul element, preparing the way for the 
transition to the explanations which follow (Weiss, Hofmann); for Paul 
- could not in What went before mean any other joy, either on his own part. 
(i. 18) or on the pari of his readers (ii. 17 £,, 28), and in other passages also — 

he does not add to yaipere the self-evident definition év xvpiy (2. Cor. xiii. 
11; 1 Thess. v.16). Another joy in the Christian life he knew not at all—- 

7a atra ypagew] [XV b.]. “ Hic incipit. de pseudo-apostolis agere,” Calvin. 

_ After yaip. év x. there is.a pause ; Paul breaks off. ta abra has been erron- 
-eously referred to xa/p. év «., and in. that case the retrospective reference 

~ which Pau! had in view is either not explained at all (Bengel, Zachariae), 

_ or is believed to be found in ii. 18 (van Hengel, Wiesinger), or.in i. 27° ff, 
. (Matthies, Rilliet), or in i. 27-11. 16. (Storr). This view is at variance, not. 
indeed with the plural ré airé,? but with the facts, first, that there is no 
express summons whatever to Christian joyfulness generally, given in the 

_. previous portion of the epistle (not even in ii. 18); secondly, that so sim- 
ple and natural a summons—which, moreover, occurs again twice in iv. 4— 
would certainly have least of all given rise to-an apology for repetition ; 
and lastly, that dogatée, in accordance with its idea (without dan ger), points 
not to a — of a summons of this kind, but to a TERN Gs such as 







































i Comp. ty. 8; 2 Cor. a 31 Thess. iv.1; Oécuménhis, Theophylact, Erasmus, Estius, 
_ 2 Thegs. ili. Aes ke Cornelius a Lapide,, Michaelis, and others. 
2 Chrysostom: Fxere "Bragp58ir0%, So? oy" “8 Bee,. on the. contrary, Stallbaum, ad Plat. 
iadypetre; éxere Testenu, € epyopa Kaya, To. evay- “Apol: p. 19° D3. Mitaner,: ad nee p. 158; 
iyéAcou émididuou: ro buiv Aeiwer Aoemdy; comp, Kohuer, iL Lh p60, 
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follows immediately in the context. The accusation of poverty of thought 
(Baur) is therefore all the more groundless here. And as the altogether 
vague reference of Theodoret and Erasmus (Annotat.) to the numerous 
exhortations contained in the epistle generally, or to the fundamental tone of 
the letter hitherto (Weiss), is simply at variance with tlte literal inzport of 
the words, 74 airé cannot be interpreted as applicable to anything but the 
subsequent warning against the false teachers. This warning uaneres, has 
not occurred previously, cither at i.15 f, or indirectly in i. 27, as Liine- 


mann thinks, or in i. 27-1i. 18, as Ew: ald assumes. Hence many have’ 


caught at the explanation: “eadem repetere, quae pracsens dizeram.”? 
But this quae pracsens dixeram is quite gratuitously imported; it must at 
least have been indicated by ra abra kai yp. iu. or in some other way. The 
same objection applies against Wieseler,? who takes ra abré as contrasted 
with the oral communications, which would be made to the readers by 
Epaphroditus and especially by Timothy. The only correct explanation, 


therefore, that remains is the assumption (which, however, is expressly 


_ rejected already by Theodoret) that Paul had. already written what follows 


in an earlier epistle to the Philippians* which is not preserved, and that he 
here repeats the same! It must remain uncertain, however, whether this 
repetition covers ver. 2 only, or ver. 3 also, or a still larger portion of the 
sequel; as also, how far the repetition is a Mteral one, which seems to be 
the case with ver. 2 from its peculiar character.—dxypar | irksome, matter 
of seruple.—aagaric] safe, so that ye will the more firmly rely thereon for 


the determination of your conduct?’ Hofmann, without any precedent of 


usage, assigns to d«rypdy the sense of indolent cowardice, and takes aagarés 
as prudent, Which linguistically is admissible (Heind. ad Plat. Soph. p. 231 
A), but would be unsuitable to the dui. The apostle wishes to say, that 


the repetition is for himself not irksome (s«voc, haesitatio), and is for his 


readers an dopariy rerujpiv (Kur. Rhes. 94.) to be attended to. 


Noru—This exegetical result, that, previously to our epistle, Paul had already written 


another to the Philippians is confirmed by Polycarp,? who, ad Phil. 3, says: tov 


1The expedient to which Wiesinger has 6 Dem. 777.5; Theoer, xxiv.35; Pind, Vem. 
recourse is gratuitously introdueed, when he xi. 28; Herodian vi. 9, 7; Soph. O. &, 884, 
eonnects the yaipere dy x. more closely with comp. ob« dxvyréop, Polyb. i. 14. 7, also Plat, 


the warning that follows by imagining that, 
in xatp. dx, heedetects already the idea on 
which the sequel is- based, namely the or7jxere 
év xupta, iv. 1 

2Pelagius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, so also 
Erasmus, Paraphr., Calvin, Beza, Balduin, 
Eustis, Calovius, Wolf, Schrader, and others; 


_ de Wette undecidedly, 


8 Chronol. tl. apost. Zetéalt. p. 458 f 

4Comp. also Credner, Hint. I. p. 333. 

§So Aegidius Hunnius, Taentein, Bertholdt, 
Flatt, Kohler, inthe Annal.d. ges. Theol. 1834, 
TIL 2, p. 18 f.;° Feilmaser, Bleek, Jatho, 
Schenkel, Bisping, Hilgenfeld, Hofmann; de 


Wette undecidedly, 


Ep. IL. 310 D: raAn0q Aéyew obre oxvyjaw obra 
aicxvrotpar, 

7Comp. Acts xxv. 26; Heb. vi. 19; Wisd. 
vil. 23; Plat. Rep. 450 E; Phaed. p. 100 D EB; 
Dem. 872.'2, 1460. 15. 

8 Ewald also acknowledges the composition 
of more than one epistle to the Philippians, 
but finds traces of them not here, but at if 
42, iii. 1s. 

* 1 cannot at once accept the view that the 
passages in question, ch. iil. and xi, are inter 
polated (Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p. 588 ff). 


The interpolations in the Ignatian epistles 
are at any rate of another kind. Besides, we 


have from Polycarp only'the oné epistle; and 
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paxaptan s Ke bdézov TlatAev, o¢ vehuetoe éy buiv Kara phen row tore dvOpdrav dle 
dakev axpyfios k, BsBalue tov rept ddnielag Adyov, d¢ Kat dra tyty éypawen éciotoAdg, 


aig Go gdp éyxharyre, duvqoeote oixodoueiobas x74, It is true that the plur. in this 
passage (ix motoade, sic ac) is usually explained as referring to one epistle (see Cote- 
lerius in lee; and Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. U1. p. 914 f.; Hilgenfeld, Apost. Viiter, p. 
210; J.-B. Lightfoot, p. 188. f.), just as is it well Prawn that also in profane 
authors émiorosui (comp. lierae) is used of one despateh (Thue. i. 182. 6, vill. 39. 
2), sometimes generally in a generic sense as plural of the category, and sometimes 
specially of eotmmniasins and orders, See. Schaeler, Plut. VI, p. 446; Blomf. and 
Stanl. ad Aesch, Prom. 3; Rettig, Quuest. Phil. Wp. 87 f£ But tifere is the less 


ground for assuming this constr en here, since doctrinal epistles, both in the N.T. 


and also in the apostolic Fathers, are always described by the singular when 


| -only one epistle is intended, and by the plural (as in 1 Cor. xvi.3; 2 Cor. x. 9-11; 


2 Pet. iii, 16; comp. Acts ix. 2, xxii. 5) if move than one are feelin —a pra itios 
from which there is no exception (not even in 1 Cor, xvi.8), as, in fact, Polycarp, 
in denials io Exotod}, elsewhere very definitely distinguishes between the singular 
and plural. See ch. xiii.: rae émiatoAsde ‘lyvariov rag weudleiaag yuiv dx’ abrod 
kai aA Aag oaag él youev rap yuiv, exéiupauer byiv, cabag tveretAacbe airivee broreray- 
pévat eloi 7H? wLo7T04H tabty. In order to prove that Polycarp in ch. iii, did: not 
mean more than one epistle to the Philippians, an appeal has been made to ch. xi., 
where, in the Latin version, which alone has been preserved, it is said: “Ego 
autem nihil tale sensi in vobis vel audivi, in quibus laboravit beatus Paulus, qui 


» estis (non-penuine addition: laudati) in principio epistolae jus; de vobis enim 
-. gloriatur in omnibus ecclesiis, que Deum solue tune cognoverant, nos autem non- 
_dum noveramus.” But epistolue ejus cannot here be the epistle to the Philippians, 
for the idea: “ye are in the beginning of. his epistle?’ would be simply absurd; 


epistolae is, on the contrary, the nominative plural, and the sense is: “Ye are origi- 


nally his epis sites,” that is, his letters of recommendation, in which phrase allusion is — 


made to 2 Cor, iii. 1 ff! The correctness of this explanation, which Wieseler has 


substantially adopted, is corroborated by the sequel: de vobis enim glorjatur, ete-— 


‘we have. therefore na sufficient objective and. others after it, each therefore being 


standard of comparison, in the absence of © marked by namein the order of its date. What 
which a Judgment founded on taste is very... different picture this would yield from that 


uncertain. But even assuming the interpo-- presented in 2 Cor. iii.,,and one, too, deline. 


lation, we should still have the result that. ated singularlyenough! And how unsuitable 


the interpoleter was acquainted with several 
vapistles ‘of. Paul to the Phitippians. . Other- 
wise he would have had no‘reason for using 
the “plural, especially.as it was already dis- 
tinction enough for the ehurch to have had 
one epistle addressed to it hy the apostle. 

1 Hofmann glso éxplains the expression 
from 2 Cor. tik 1 ff, but errs in-taking epis- 
tolae ag the genitive j he makes this epistle to 
be the whole of the Christians gathered by Paul, 


and thus represents Polycarp as declaring, in’ 
reference to the Philippian chuych, that it 


stands first in this epistle, because it 1s reckoned 
among his earliest acquisitions. According to 


this. interpretation, <a vast’. aggregate of 
_ churches would be depicted as one epistle,in. 
rhich one church would stand written. first, 





would such a precedence, as.to. time, be for 


the.church at Philippi! By how longa 


period had the, establishment of all the — 
churches of Asia preceded ‘it! Hofmann’s.' 


objection to onr. view, viz, that the present 
estig would be unsuitable, does. not. apply, 
since Polycarp realizes the state of matters ag 
i¢ stood with the church in principio (&v épxh, 
i.e. in the earliest times of the gospel), as 
present ; hence. also: he subsequently. says 
gloriatur (not gloriabatur), The conception 
is this: Paul in all’ the churches of that early 
Christian age boasts of the excellent. Philip- 
pian church, and so this chureh serves him 


asso many letters of recommendation, which 
_by his gloriari he eommunicates, and agit 
were reads is Belores those other ¢ hurchas, 
: : } 
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It is, moreover, @ priori intelligible and likely enough that Paul should have cor- 
responded with this church—which enjoyed his most intimate confidence, and the 
founding of which marked his entrance on his European labors—at an earlier 
period than merely now, almost at the close of his life. And Polycarp was suffi- 
ciently close to the time of the apostle, not merely to have inferred such a corres- 


pondence from our passage, but to have had a /istorical knowledge of it (in opposi- 
tion to Hofmann). 


Ver. 2. [On Vv. 2ff., see Note XVI. pages 152,153.] This is now the ra 
evra which he had previously written, and probably in the very same 
words. At least this seems to be’ indicated by the peculiar expressions in 
themselves ; and not only so, but it serves also to explain the relation of 
contrast, which this vehement “fervor pii zeli” (Calvin) presents: to the 
tender and cordial tone of our epistle. That lost epistle had probably 
expressed the apostle’s mind at length, and with all the warmth of con- 
troversy, for the warning of his readers as to the Judaizing false teachers. 
How entirely different is the tone in which, in the present epistle, he 
speaks (i. 15 {f) of teachers likewise of an anti-Pauline type, and laboring, 
indeed, at that time in his immediate neighborhood! Comp., moreover, 
the remark after i.18. Those who refer ra airé to the yaipere év xupie, 
labor in very different ways to establish a connection of thought with 
Brénere x.7.2.; 28, for instance, Wiesinger; that Paul wished to suggest, as a, 
ground for the reiterated summons to joy in the Lord, the danger which 
was threatening them from the men described; Weiss: that the readers 
were to learn e¢ contrario, on what the true Christian joy was, and on what 
it was not, based.—férere] not: be on your guard against, ete. (which 
would be fa. ard, Mark vili. 15, xii. 38), but as a calling attention to: behold! 
(1 Cor. i. 26, x. 18), with a view, however, to warn the readers against 
these men as pernicious, by pointing to the forbidding shape in which 
they present themselves.— roby xbvac] a term of reproach among the Jews 
and the Greeks (frequently in Homer, who, however, also uses it without 
any: dishonorable reference; see Duncan, Lex. ed. Rost. p. 674); used by 
the latter specially to denote impudence, furious boldness (Hom. J2. viii. 
289; Od. xvii. 248; Anth. Pal. ix. 802), snappishness (Pollux, On. v. 68), 
low vulgarity (Lucian, Nigr. 22), malice and cunning (Jacobs, ad Anthol. 
VI. p. 18), and the like, see generally Wetstein; used also among the 
Jews in similar special references (Isa. Ivi. 10 f£; Deut. xxiii. 18; Rev. 
xxii. 15, e¢ al.), and, because dogs were wnelean animals, generally to 
denote the profane, impure, unholy (Matt. vii. 6; Ps. xxii. 17; Rev. xxii, 15; 
Schoetigen, Hor. I. p. 1145); hence the Gentiles were so designated (see 
on Matt. xv. 26). In this passage also the profane nature and demeanor 
of the false teachers, as contrasted with the holy character of true Chris- 
tianity, is to be adhered to as the point of comparison’. Any more 
special reference of the term—as to shamelessness (Chrysostom and many 
others, including Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald), covetousness (both 


‘' ” ~ , a = ; - : 
Chrysostom: obkérs téeva "LovSatou ... tod ddAddrpias Foor, ota xat ofitoe yeydvacs 
Homep of eOvixot Kal tod @eod wat trod Xpro~ viv, 
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“combined by Grotius), snappishness (Rilliet, and older expositors, following 


Ambrosiaster, Augustine, and Pelagius), envy, and the like; or to the 
disorderly wandering about in selfishness and animosity towards those who 
were living peaceably in their Christian calling (Hofmann), to which 
Lange fancifully adds @ loud howling against Paul,—is not furnished by. 
the context, which, on the contrary, follows it wp with yet another general 
designation, subjoining, namely, to that of the low, unholy character 
(xivac) that of the evil working : rote xaxobe i ar. Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 18. The 
2Tim. ii, 15; Xen. Mem. 1.2.57. They, in fact, labored in 
opposition. to the fundamental acess ‘of justification by faith —rjyv 
Kkararaugy| the culling in pieces, aword formed after the analogy of repcroph, 
and, like the latter in ver. 3, used in a conerete sense: those who are cut in: 
pieces! A bitter paronomasia, because these men were circumcised merely 
as regards the body, and placed their confidence in this fleshly cireum- 
cision, bub were wanting in the ¢nner, spiritual circumcision, which that 
of the body typified (see ver.3; Rom. il. 28 f.; Col. ii. 11; Eph. ii. 11; 
Acts vii. 51)...Comp. Gal. v.11 f. In the absence of this, thetr character- 


. istie consisted simply in the bodily mutilation, and that, from the ideal 


pot of view which Paul here occupies, was not circwmcision, but, con- 


“cision ; whilst,on. the other hand, circumcision, as respected its moral 


idea, yV as entirely independent of the corporeal operation, ver, 8.. Comp. 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 439, ed. 2. This qualitative distinction between repur. 


. and xarar, has been misunderstood by Baur, who takes the climax as — 
: ‘quantitative, and hence sees in it a warped and unnatural antithesis, which | 

is only concocted to give the apostle an opportunity of speaking of his 

“own person. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact justly lay stress 


on the abolition of the legal circumcision as such brought about through 
Christ (the end of the law, Itom. x. 4),—a presupposition which gives to 


‘this antinomistic papers its warrant? A description of idolatry, with 


allusion to Lev. xxi. 5, 1 Kings xviii, 28, ef al: (Storr, Flatt, J.B. Lightfoot; 
comp. Beza), is quite f “forela to the context. It is erroneous also to dis. 


- cover here any indication of a cutting off of hearts from the faith (Luther’s 
gloss), or a cutting in pieces of the church (Theodoret, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, ' 


Hammond, Clericus, Michaelis, Zachariae, and others), against which the 


necessary (comp. ver. 3) passive signification of the word. (not cutters in 


pieces, but cut in pieces) is decisive —The thrice repeated Paérere belongs sim- 


ply to the éxuov? of earnest emotion,* so that it points to the sume dan- | 


 UEpydgovras nev, dyow, adr’ ri xaxg, cai 
ea apying TOAAG Xeipoy Epyor, dvacmOyres Ta KaAGs 
: : RecHeVva, Chrysostom ; comp: Theodoret, cern 
menius, Theophylact. ; 
2 Theophr. H. pl. iv. 8.12. 















 nomasiae.. Thus, for instanee, in the preface 


oe ‘he has written “Drecket” and “Drecketal” 


3 Luther's works abound in sareastic paro~ 
to his works, instead of Decret.and : Decretal, 


- (Germ. Dreck dregs, filth]; the Legenden. 


: he calls Faaenden, the pdarianartion he terms s fat g Gr. P. 341 [E. 7. eee 


Jurisperditos ; also in proper names,'such as 
Schwenkfeld, whom he ‘called. “Stenkfeld.” 
In ancient anthors, comp. what Diog. L, vi.2, 
4 relates of Diogenes: thy. EdxAciSou cyoAjy 


 Bheye XOARY, thy 58 WAdtwvos SiarpiByy kararpe 
“Biye Thue. vi, 76.4: ob« aguverarépov, eaxogus 
' Ketwrépov bé. See alsa Ast, ad Plat. Phaedr.p, 
/ 2763. Jacobs, Delect.. epigr. p. 188... For’ the 


Latin see Kiihner, ad Cre, Tuse. Dp. 291 wed. 3. 
4 Dissen, ad Dem. ‘da core p. 3153 Butimann, 
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gerous men, and does not, as van Hengel misconceives, denote three 
different classes of Jewish opponents, viz. the apostate, the heretical, and the 
directly inimical. The passage quoted by him from Philostr., Vit. Soph. ii. 
1, does not bear upon the point, because in it the three repetitions of 
éBrepe are divided by wév .. . dé. Weiss also refers the three designations 


to three different categories, namely: (1) the unconverted heathen, with 


their immoral life; (2) the selfseeking Christian teachers, i, 15-17; and 
(8) the unbelieving Jews, with their carnal conceit. But the first and third 
categories introduce alien elements, and the third cannot be identified 
with those mentioned at i. 15-17, but must mean persons much more 
dangerous. In opposition to the whole misinterpretation, see Huther in 
the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. p. 626 ff. All the three terms must. characterize one 
class of men as in three aspects deserving of detestation, namely the. 
Judaizing false teachers. As is evident from rt. xararoudy and ver. 8 ff, they 
belonged to the same fundamentally hostile party against which Paul. 
contends in the Epistle to the Galatians. At the same time, since the 
threefold repetition of the article pointing them out may be founded upon 
the very notoriety of these men, and yet does not of necessity presuppose a 
personal acquaintance with them, it must be left an open question, 
whether they had already come to Philippi itself, or merely threatened 
danger from some place in its vicinity. It is certain, however, though 
Baur still regards it as doubtful, that Paul did not refer to his opponents 


in Rome mentioned ini. 15 ff (Heinrichs), because in the passage before 


us a line of teaching must be thought of which was expressly and in 
principle anti-Pauline, leading back into Judaism and to legal righteous- 
negs; and also because the earnest, demonstrative PAérere, as well as 
dopadéc (ver. 2), can only indicate a danger which was visibly and closely 
threatening the readers: It is also certain that these opponents could not 
as yet have succeeded in finding adherents among the Philippians ; for if 
this had been the case, Paul would not have omitted to censure the 
readers themselves (as in the Epistle to the Galatians and Second Corin- 
thians), and he would have given a very different shape generally to his 
epistle, which betrays nothing but a church as yet undivided in doctrine. 
His language directed against the false teachers is therefore merely warn- 
ing and precautionary, as is also shown in ver. 3. 

Ver. 3. Justification of the preceding r. xataroujy; not, however, “an 
evident copy” of 2 Cor. xi, 18 f (Baur), but very different from the latter: 
passage amidst the corresponding resemblances which the similarity of 
subject suggested ; in both cases there is Pauline originality —due7¢] with 
emphasis: we, not they, The sararou# being not the unconverted Jews, 
but Christian Judaizers, the contrasted jueic cannot mean the Christians 
generally (Weiss), but only those who, in the apostle’s sense, were true and 


- right Christians, whose more definite characterization immediately fol- 


lows. The #ueig are the ‘Icpay rod cod of Gal. vi. 15 f., the members of 
the people of God in the sense of the Pauline gospel, and not merely Paul 
ant the true teachers of the gospel (Hofmann),—a restriction. which the 
exclusiveness of the predicate, especially furnished as it is with the 
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article, does not befit ; im iii. 17 the context stands otherwise. —# reperouq] 


. Ifthis predicate belongs to us, not to those men, then, in regard to the 


point of circumcision, nothing remains for the latter but the predicate 
sararoup! As the juste, among whom the readers also were included, were 
for the most part wneireumcised (Gal. ii. 9, iii; Eph. ii. 11), itis clear that 
Paul here takes repcrous purely in the antitypical spiritual sense, according 
to which the circumcised are those who, since the reception of baptism, are 
regenerated by the Holy Spirit, and therefore members of the true people of 
God; the investiture with their new moral condition is typically pre- 


2 figured by the legal bodily repurozy of the Jewish theocracy. Comp. Rom.: 
i7, 29, iv. 10. £3 Eph. ii, 11; Col. ii. 11; Acts vil. 51.. Whether the bodily 


circumcision was present or not, and whether, therefore, the subjects were 
Jewish or Gentile Christians, was in that case matter of indifference, 
1 Cor. vil. 19; Gal. 1.28, y.6.. Comp. the further amplification of the 
thought in Barnab, Ep. 9.—oi wvehare Orod. «.7.2.] We who serve through the 


Spirit of God, in contrast to the external, legal Zarpeia (Rom. ix. 4). 


Comp. Heb. ix. 10,14; Rom, xii. 1 f With this Jarpeia, wrought by the 
Holy Spirit? there takes place on the part of man (comp. Rom. i. 9), but 


in virtue of that very working of the Holy Spirit, the worship which is 


required in John iv. 24. The article oi extends also to the two participles 
which follow; and the arthrous participles (quippe gut colinis, ete.) con- 
tain the experimental proof that the qjuciy are the wepirouj, “The. dative 
rveiware denotes neither the standard (van Hengel) nor the object: (Hilgen- 


—. feld), which latter view would. amount to the conception, foreign to the 
— N.'T., ofa worship of the Holy Spirit—but is instrumental, expressing the 
inward ageit (Rom. v. 5, vill. 14 £, ef al.): vi spiritus divint (Rom. viii. 18, - 


et al.).. On the absolute Aarpetsw, to render divine worship, comp. Luke ii. 


87; Acts xxvi.7; Heb. ix. 9, x. 2; Rom. ix. 4; 8 Esdr, iv. 54.—xavyoy, iv 


X.’L.] and who glory in Christ Jesus (as Him through whom alone we have 
attained righteousness, etc., see ver. 9; comp. Gal. vi. 14), not in our own 


privileges and legal performances, as those, false teachers do, who place 
' their confidence in what is jfleshly, 7.e.in that which belongs to material 


human nature and has nothing in common with the divine blessings of 
the Christian (such as circumcision, descent, outward observance of the 


law, comp. vv. 4-6)... Hence the contrast: xai ob« év caprt weroudlérec, with 


which the disposition of mind contrary to the xevyaoba: gy X.°L. (from which 
disposition the xavyacfa, opposed to that Christian xavydefla, of itself 


-results) is negatived ; so that this contrast is pregnant, belonging, however, 


by way of antithesis, to the second statement, and not containing a separ- 
ate third one (Hofmann).  If«. obx év c. wer. were merely a more precise 
definition of purport added to: «avy, tv &. I. (Weiss), it must have been 


added without xa. As to oi in the passage, referring to concrete persons 


"0 Pyne Christianity is, aceording to: Paul : ¥. 17, in ‘which the letier has yielded to the 


also, the true continuation’ of Judaism, and \..-spirit. 


that not merely of the promise given in it, #Ifwe adopt the reading mvevpari Ged, mvev- 


but also-of the law;: the latter, however, pare must he understood agin Rom. i.9. See 
-Reiche, Comment. crit.‘p, 229 ff. 
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and a definite fact, and negativing not merely the ¢ caps (Hofmann), but 
the actual position é& o. mero., see Winer, p. 451 f. [E. T. 485]; Baeum- 
lein, Purtik. p. 276 f. ; 

Ver. 4, [On Vy. 4-11, see Note XVI. pages 153-155.] By the obs év capet 
wero., Which he had Just used, Paul finds himself led to his own personal 
position ; for he was, in fact, the proper organ of the anti-Judaizing tend- 
ency expressed in ver. 3, and the real object against which the whole con- 
flict with it was ultimately directed. Hence, by the words ob« é capst 
nero). he by no means intends to concede that he is destitute of that 
nerroifyorg Which was founded on externals ;! no, in this respect also he has 
more to show than others, down to ver. 6.2. So no one might say that he 
was despising what he himself did not possess——The classical xaixep with 
the participle (only used here by Paul; and elsewhere in the N. Tv only | 
in Heb. v. 8, e al. ; 2 Pet. i. 12), adds to the adversative sentence a limit- 
ing concessive clause (Baeumlein, Partik. p. 201 f), and that in such a 
way, that from the collective subject of the former the apostle now with 
emphasis singles out partitively his own person (éy4)3 If, following the 
Homeric usage, he had separated the two particles, he would have written: 
kal éya wep.5 Vf he had expressed himself negatively, he would have said: 
obdérep yO ove éxorv.—The confidence also in flesh, i.e. m-such circum- 
stances as belong to the sphere of the materially human, is in éyox (comp. 
2 Cor, iil. 4) conceived as a possession; he has this confidence, namely, 
from his personal position as an Jsraelife—a standpoint which, laying out 
of view for the moment his Christian transformation, he boldly adopts, in 
order to measure himself with his Judaistic opponents on their own 
ground of proud confidence, and thereupon in ver. 7 ff yet again to 
abandon this standpoint and to make thase Israelitish advantages vanish 
into nothing before the light of his vital position as a Christian. Hence 
the seroityotc, his possession of which he in the first instance urges, 18 not 
Jfiduciae argumentum (Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, and others, including 
Flatt, Hoelemann, and Weiss); nor is the possession of 1t to be viewed as 
something which he nught have (Storr, Rilliet, Matthies, Ewald); nor is it 
to be referred to the pre-Christian period of the apostle’s life (van Hengel). 
The latter is also the view of Hofmann, who holds éyov (and then dorov 
also) as the imperfect participle, and gives to the whole passage the in- 
volved misinterpretation : that xairep introduces a protasis, the apodosis of 
which follows with aaad in ver. 7. In accordance with this view, ver. 4 is. 
supposed to mean: “ Although I possessed a confidence, and that, indeed, 
based on such matters as are flesh, if any other ventures to trust in such things, 


I for my part possessed confidence in a higher degree.” This is erroneous; 
_ first, because the familiar aaa of the apodosis is used indeed after kairo: 


(with finite tense ; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 68 E; Parm. p. 128 C), but 


leat év gape’, namely, in addition to the full stop ; and after dueumros in ver, Ganother 


- higher Christian relations, on which I place full stop So also Lachmann and Tischen- 


my confidence, dorf, In opposition to Hofmann's confusing 
“4 Qnly a comma is to be placed after wero construction of the sentence, see below. 
Odres in vor. 3; but after év capxi in ver.4 a § Comp, Kuhner, IL, 1, p. 246.8, 
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not after the common Kaérep with participle, attaching itself to a govern- 
ing verb; secondly, because «aé before év capni means nothing else than 
also, which does not suit the interpretation of Hofmann, who desires to 
force upon it the here inappropriate sense, and that indeed ; thirdly, be- 
cause the present doxel. presupposes the present sense for Eyer also; and 
lastly, because with éyé paiJov the present (in accordance with the preced- 
ing doxe?), and not the imperfect, again suggests itself as to be supplied. 
And how awkward would be the whole form of expression for the, after 
all, very simple idea !—ri ...d20¢] quite generally: any other person, but 
the intended application.to the above-mentioned Judaizers was obvious to 
~ the reader. See the sequel. The separation by dose? lays all the stronger 


- stress on the rie.—dorei] not: “ thinks to be able to confide” (de Wette and 


many others); nor yet: “si quis alius videter” (Vulgate), since it is a 
matter depending not upon the judgment of others, but upon his own 
Jancy, according to the connection.. Hence: if any one allows himself to 
think, if he presumes, Just in the same way, as in the passage parallel also 
‘in substance, Matt. iii. 9. Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 16.—éya yadda] se. dona wer, bu 
sapki, I for my part presume it still more, This mode of expression im- 
plies a certain boldness, defiance; comp. 2 Cor. xi. 21, 


‘Vy. 5,6. Predicates of the éy, by which that é. uaAAov is justified aif. 


those Judaizers were, as may be inferred from our passage, partly proselytes 
- (to these the repir. dxrafu. stands in contrast), partly persons whose Jewish 
» descent was not so noble and pure as that implied in é« yévour. .. . “EBpaiwn, 
and if they could not boast of any such law-strictness, zealous activity, and 
righteousness, as is described in xara vépov.... . dueprros ; and if, on the other 
hand, there were found conjoined in the case of Paul the elements here 

~ adduced of ancient theocratic legitimacy and perfection; the é@ paAdov in 
‘yer. 4-.was completely made good.—repirou® dxrajy.] in respect to cireum- 
cision an eighth-~day-one, not older, as were the proselytes who were only cir- 
~-cumeised ata later period of life. The eighth-day character in the relation 

specified by reperaug is conceived as a quality of the persons concerned, 
which distinguishes them from those circumcised later! The ree ding 
neplrouh as nominative (some min. and Fathers, Erasmus, Vatablus, Corne- 
a a Lapide, Mill, Bengel, Matthies, Heinrichs, and others, also Elz. 1624, 


1638, not 1641), so that it would stand in the. concrete sense (cireumscisus), | 


is erroneous, because this usage occurs only collectively —éx-yévoue Top. ] that 
isa 'desnetalant of Jacob, not, therefore, possibly of Idwmaean blood. The 


theoeratie name ‘lop. corresponds entirely with the design of the passage. 


Comp. on Eph. i112. On what: follows, comp. 2 Cor. xi. 22; Rom. xi. 1 
wage Berap.| therefore not, possibly, an Ephraimite (Hara iv. 1); a. cli- 
mactic more precise definition of the efyévec? For its fuller: exhibition 
Paul finally specifies the last feature of his lineage : ‘EBpaior é&'Efp., that 


is, a aoe born of Hebrew Ls so that, his mother also was a Hebrew . 


For ites of the personal use of such’. DB 234 a 


862. (era). 





John xi, 39; } comp.-generally Kiihner, IL. 1, 


 nomina dialia, see especially. Wetstein ‘on ee Snes yap h dew Kae cbyevay, soph. Phil. 
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woman, His lineage is not carried further back in respect to both parents, 
because it was not the custom to trace back the genealogy of the wives. 


Inappropriate to the context is the rendering of Michaelis, following | 


Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact: “ one speaking Hebrew, born 
of Hebrew-speaking parents.” It is also erroneous, following the Greek 
Fathers, to take ég ‘Ep. of the tota majorum series, because this was after 


the two previously specified points self-evident. If, among his ancestors,’ 


Paul had had one who was a non-Hebrew, he would not have been de- 
scended from Jacob and Benjamin, but from the non-Hebrew and his 
forefathers. For instances of expressions quite similar to ‘Efp. 2 ‘BBp., 
used to denote the identity, as conditioned by birth, of a man’s position 
with that of his parents, see Wetstein and Kypke; they occur very fre- 
quently in classic authors.—xara vézor x.7.4.] After his Jewish ebyéveca there 
now follows his distinguished personal position in Judaism, set forth in a 
threefold climactic gradation : (1) In respect of the law (of Moses) a Phari- 


gee. Comp. Acts xxvi. 5, xxii. 6. The Pharisees stood in the closest and 


strictest relation to the law, as they with their traditions were regarded as 
the most orthodox expositors, defenders, and observers of it. The inter- 
pretation of véuor, not in its habitual historic sense, but generally as requ- 
lar rule (Beza) or disciplina (aipestc) (Castalio, Wolf, Grotius, Storr, Hein- 
richs, Rheinwald, Hoeclemann, and others), is all the more erroneous, 
since the validity of the AZosate law in Christianity was the very principle 
upheld by those Judaizers; see also below, dicasoc. 7. év véuw. (2) In respect 
of zeal (zealous maintenance and championship of the law-religion, 1 Mace; 
ii. 58; Acts xxi. 20; Gal. i. 14), & perseeutor of the church. Comp. Gal. i. 
18 f. The present participle is used as a substantive, comp. on Gal. i. 28, 


‘What Paul, to his deep grief, had been (1 Cor. xv. 8 £3 1.Tim. i. 18), he, 


with a bitter recalling of his former distinction in Judaism, throws, by way 


of confronting the Jewish zealots, into the scale, as a characteristic pre- 
dicate not yet extinct. And precisely thus, unaccompanied by any roré 


as in Gal. i. 23, it carries from the standpoint to which he has now attained 
very strong weight (in opposition to Hofmann, who holds the present 


sense to be impossible here). (8) Jn respect to righteousness, which ts. 


grounded on the law [XVII a.] having become blameless [XVIE b.] (ii. 15), 


. having carried it so far (not: having borne myself so, as Hofmann renders 


it; comp. on ii. 15), that human judgment finds nothing tn me to blame in 
this respect! That which is here denoted by dec. #7 év véum is not substan- 
tially different from duc. } de vduov in ver. 9; comp. Rom. x. 5. It has its 
basis in the law, so far as it consists in the accordance of its nature with 
the character and the rules of that institute (Gal. iii. 11, v. 4), and pro- 


ceeds from the.law, so far as it is produced by the precepts of the latter 


which man follows. In opposition to the correlation with ver. 9 de Wette 


interprets: “the righteousness valid in the state of law (comp, Rom. ii., 
12)” Calvin appropriately observes that Panl means “totam justitiam 
legis,” but “ communi hominum existimatione;” that itis not, therefore, the 


1Beza, Grotius, Storr, Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, and-others, 
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~ the other. hand, ‘Chrysostom ‘and his sue 
_-tessors asserted that the law was meant only mae p. 454; Lucian, Lexiph. 24, on the relation * 
4% comparison with Christ, Estius, however, — of the singular to the plural. xépsy, Eur, Cyel. 
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real moral fulfillment of the jaw, ut its justtia externa. literalis. Comp. a: 


Miiller, v..d: Stinde, Lp. 59, ed. 5. : 
Ver. 7. Now, with the antithetic G44, the apostle comes again to ‘his 


real. standpoint, far transcending any merodévar év capxi, and says: No! 


everything that was gain to me, ete.—drwa] quaccunque, the category of the 
matters specified in vv. 5 and 6.1 The emphasis is to be placed on this 
word; comp. raira subsequently.—iy jou xépdy| pot is not the dative of 
opinion (Erasmus, Beza, and many others, including Heinrichs, Rhein- 

wald, Hoelemann, Matthies, de Wette, Hofmann; comp. van Hengel, 


who takes «épd7 as luera opiate) ; ; but such things were to the apostle in - 
his pre-Christian state really gain (xaré odpxa). By means of them he was 


within the old theocracy put upon a path which had already brought him 


_repute and influence, and promised to him yet far greater honors, power, 


and wealth in the future; a career rich in gain was opened up to him. 
The plural xépd7 denotes the various advantages dependent on such things 
as have been mentioned. Frequently used also in the classical writers — 
raira] emphatically : these very things.—d.a viv X.] for the sake of Christ, who 
had become the highest interest of my life. Paul explains himself more 
particularly in vv. 8, 9, explanations which are not to be here anticipated. 
—lnuiav] as harm, that is, as disadvantageous (the contrast to. xépdoc) 54 
because, namely, they had been impediments to the conversion to Christ, 
and that owing to the false moral judgment and confidence attaching to 


-. thems’ This one disadvantage he has seen in. everything of which he is 
_ speaking; hence the plural is not again used here as previously in xépdy. 


The #yquat (perfect), however, has occurred, and is an accomplished fact 


since his conversion, to which the apostle here glances back! - 


Mer. 8 'Aaad XVII c] is the climactic but, still, much more, & giving a 


corrective reference of the sense, si; enifying that with the previous Ores. 
 Cqpiavy there has not. yet been enough said. Comp. on 2 Cor. vii. 11.) In 


the zéy ofy it is implied, that “;év rem praesentem confirmet, obv autem con- 
clusionem ex rebus ita comparatis conficiat,” Klotz, ad Devan. p. 668. Hence 


dG wey obv: at quidem igitur. The cai before qyodya: (after ddd pu. ody) 
serves also to help the elimaclic sense, outbidding what has been said pre- 


viously : etiam, i.e. adeo. It is consequently to be explained : bud, accord- 


ingly, Iam even of opinion that everything (not merely what was meant by — 


Gra in ver. 7) is a disadvantage. It is clear, withal, from the following 
bed. 73 drepéxov 7A. that wavra is meant indeed without restriction, of all 
things, goods, honors, etc. [XVII d.] (comp. also Hofmann), but in so far 
as they are not nude subordinate to the knowledge of Christ. The explana- 


The later heretical enemies of the law ap- 2 Comp. Plat. de bon cup. p. 226 5, Pe viii. 
- pealed to-this. passage, in which. also, in ae p.835 B. 
view, the law was meant to be ineluded. On. %Comp. Form, Cone. p. 708; Calvin on ver. 8 


40n Hysiobar Squicx, comp. Sturz, Lex. Xen, 


justly observes: “non de.apsa lege Joquitur, aes moaaaigw Képdy movypa. ld npeibaro, 
“sed de oe qnae in lege est.” eae 
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tion of others, according to which 424 yév otv is intended to oppose the 
present yyotuat by way of correction to the perfect jynua (Calvin and others, 
including Winer, p. 412 [E. T. 442], and the explanation hitherto given 
by me), is incorrect, because jynua, and not the aorist Jynoduyv, was em- 
ployed previously, and the perfect already involves the continuance of 
the opinion in the present, so that no contrast of the tenses would logically 
be elicited. The climactic contrast lies rather in the fact that the second 
qysiabat Cypiay is a much more comprehensive one than the first, in fact, one 
without exception (rdvra).—did rd Srepéyov x.7.2.] on account of the surpass~ 
ingness of the knowledge of Christ; that is, because this knowledge, to 
which I have attained, is a possession which excels in value everything 
else; the eminent quality of a possession attained is the ground (6:4) for 
estimating other possessions according to their relation to that one, and 
consequently, if they stand to the latter in a relation hindersome to us, 
for looking upon them no longer as something advantageous, but as hurt- 
ful. As to the newer adjective used as a substantive with the genitive, in 
order to the more prominent setting forth of the attribute, see Bernhardy, 
p. 155 f.; Winer, p. 220 [E. T. 285].—Xpucri¢ ‘Ineoie 6 xupede pov ; this is the 
fundamental swm of the whole contents of Christian knowledge. This sav- 
ing knowledge is the necessary intelligence of faith (comp. on John yiil. 
82), and grows with the experience of faith (ver. 10; Eph. iii. 16 ff.).—dr bv] 
for the sake of whom, t.e. for the sake of possessing Him ; comp. after- 
wards iva Xpisrdv .. . abrG.—rd révra] the whole, not general like rdvra pre- 
viously (Hofmann), but: which I-possessed, vv. 5-7. This more precise 
definition by the article results from e%7ué0v, in connection with which 
the aorist is to be noted, by which Paul denotes that great historical turm- 
ing-point in his life, the event of his conversion; through that event he 


has lost all his (pre-Christian) valued possessions, and thenceforth he has 


them no more. Luther erroneously interprets: “ considered as harm ;” 
and the emotion and force of the expression are only weakened by the 
frequently given reflexive sense (see Beza, Calvin, Heinrichs, Flatt, Hoele- 
mann, van Hengel, and many): I have made myself lose,—a meaning, be- 
sides, which cannot be shown to belong to the passive form of the aorist 
of this verb (not even in Luke ix. 25). The future passive form (yyio- 
Ayoouae*® is invariably damno afficiar.—kai jyotuat #.7.2.) not to be taken as 
independent (de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Weiss), but, in keeping 
with the climactic flow of the discourse, as still in continuous connection 
with & év «7.4. [XVI e.]; hence dv dvr. x. éyu. is not, with van Hengel, 
to be put in a parenthesis. Paul had become loser of all these things for 


_Christ’s sake, and he holds them as not worthy of possession, but as 


rubbish ! oxbBadov refuse (such as sweepings, dung, husks, and the like); 


1 Observe here, also, theshrewdly contrived quem omniwn detrimentum (i.e jacturam) 


corraspondence of ¢qucav in ver. 7 f,and é¢nue- 
Ony inver.8, in which the former expresses 
the idea of damnum, detrimentum, and the 
latter; I have become loser of. It might be re- 
‘produced inLatin; “etiam censeo omnia det- 
rumentum (i.¢. detrimentosa) esse ... . propter 


9 


passus sum censeoque ea esse quisquilias.” 
“See Ktihner, ad Xen. Mem. iii-9.12, Thue. 
iii, 40. 2. 
8 Not to be derived from rots kugt Barre, 
quod canibus projicitur, but.from oxdp (ends). 
See Lobeck, Pathal. p, 92. 
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Bocliss xxvii. 4; Plut. Mor. ‘p. 352 D; and | see Weistein ad loc! ‘Comp. the 


‘similar: figurative expressions mepicdbapya and repfpmua, 1 Cor. iv. 18.—iva 
x. xep5] The design in the fyoiua: oxb8. elvac: in order to gain Christ, not 
‘the aim of ra wévra é¢nuudbyy (Hofmann), there being no reason for such a 
retrospective reference. The gaining of Christ, 4 ¢ the appropriation of 
Him by means of the fellowship brought abot through faith, is that, 
which for him is to take the place of those former «épdq which he has lost, 
and so he looked to this gain in his jyotyas oxbPara iva; it is present to 


his view as the one and highest gain at which he has to aim. It is true — 


that Paul has Christ already long ago (Gal. ii, 20; Eph. iii. 17; 2 Cor. xiii, 
8); ; nevertheless, this xepdaivew is from its nature a ‘development, the com- 
pletion of which still lies before him. Comp. ver. 12 ff. es 

Ver. 9. Kai ebpel gv abra] (LX VIL f.] and to be found in Him. The em- 
phasis, which previously Jay upon Xpcoréy, is laid not upon éy ebro (Hof- 
mann), but upon the eipela placed first for that reason, and introducing a 
new feature of the relation aimed at, annexing to the (subjective) gaining 
of Christ the (objective) moulding of life corresponding to it. The apostle 
desires to be found in Christ, as in the element of his life; by this he 
means (comp. Ignatius, Eph. 11) the whole perceptible manifestation of 
his Christian being and nature; so that efp. must neither be limited to the 
judicium., Dei (Beza, comp. Flatt), nor taken as sim (Grotius and others). 
- Calvin erroneously makes eipetla active: Paulum renuntiasse omnibus 
~ quae habebat, ut vecuperaret in. Christo —ph Exov x.7.2.] Specific modal 

definition to eip év aird: so that J, in accordance with this design, may not 
have, ete: Van Hengel erroneously connects (Lachmann, also, and Tisch- 
endorf have omitted the comma after ai7@) wp éxov «7.2. immediately with 
stp. év av7é: et deprehendar in communtone ejus. non meam qualemeunque 
habere probitatem. Thus, indeed, é» airé would be utterly superfluous! 

The subjective negation zz flows from the conception of design (iva), see 

‘Baeumlein, Partik. p. 295; Buttmann, Neuf. Gr. p. 302 (E. T. 351]; and 

‘Exov 1g the simple habens, possessing, not: holding fast (am Ende, Rhein- 

wald, Baumg garten-Crusius). —ipny bu. Tv bk vduav | See on ver. 6; comp. 

Rom. x..3. Itis the righteousness acquired as a self-achievement (iniy), 
which ‘proceeds from the law by means of a justifying compliance with it 
(Rom. ii. 18). As to the nature of this Hehtequsness, and the impossi- 


bility of attaining it, comp. Gal. ii. 16, iii. 10; Rom. iii 19 f, iv, 4, vii. 7. 


ff, ix, 31, et al. —Tiy dui rior, Xpioroii} contrast to gupy : that procured by faith 
in Christ? (as the causa apprehendens). The causa efficiens is God (His 
grace, see Eph. ii. 8); hence, for the complete exhaustion of the matter, 
tiv éx Oeod dex, is added, in which é« rod, correlative to the preceding é bx 


véyov, expresses the causal issuing from God. “As to the wayin which ° 


this 2 éx eod takes ne namely, by God’s TOP EADE faith as righteousness, i, 


i Frequently’ in the Anthil, see Jacobs, deh a : 8 In this passage also, therefore, j nstification 


Tat, p: 522, ad Anthol. VI, p. 173, IX, p. 208... by faith-is the basis and presupposition of 


-2On-the genitive of the object with wires, _ farther. Christian. development up-to the . 


comp: 1.27, “Against taking itas the genitive blessed consummation, ver. 11. Comp. Kést- 


Sidon, see on Rom. ib ao din, inthe Jahrb. 7. Deutsche Theol. 1856, p.121 f 
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: a ae @ 
see Rom. i. 17, iii. 24 f, iv. 8 ff; 2 Cor. v.19; Gal. iii. 6—éel rH wiotec| on 
the ground of faith (Acts iii. 16), added at the end with solemn emphasis, 


and dependent on éyor, which is again to be supplied after 4a2é. [XVII 


g.] So also Weiss. The repetition of éywv after éxi r. rior, which Hof: 
mann feels the want ofin this explanation, would be simply superfluous 
and clumsy. ‘Exi 7. z. is usually attached to duaootuny (“justitiam super- 
structam fidei,” Hoelemann, Wiesinger), some having taken éri as “in 
fide” (Vulgate, Calvin), or én fide sitam (Castalio); others as “ per fidem ” 
(Beza, Grotius); others, for the sake of faith (de Wette) ; others, upon the 
condition of faith (Storr, Flatt, Matthies, Rilliet, van Hengel, J. B. Light- 
foot). But it may be urged against this connection, first, that, in accord- 
ance with the previous definitions, we could not but expect the repetition 
of the article; secondly, that dccatoOa with éxt nowhere occurs in the 
N.T.; and lastly, that deaootvy in its quality as righteousness of faith was 
already distinctly designated by riv 6d ict. X., so that the same attribute 
of it would be expressed twice, and, on the other hand, the éyev which is 
to be repeated after 4424 (the basis of which is still éxi r. x.) would be 
without any more precise definition. In: opposition to Hofmann, who 
makes éxt r. wiores belong to the following infinitive clause, see on ver. 10. 
Ver. 10. Telic definition of the relation expressed by yj &yuv «7.4. in ver. 
9. Paul has pot the righteousness of the law, but the righteousness. of 
faith, in order to know, etc. [XVII h.] This knowledge would fail him if, © 
on the contrary, instead of the righteousness of faith, he had that of the 
law. So he reverts to a more detailed illustration of rd trepéyov rig yudosws 
X., ver. 8, expressing, in the first place, again generally the great personal 
contents of the knowledge accruing from the righteousness of faith (rod 
yrovae ab7 dv), and next, more particularly, the most important—especially 
to the apostle in his position infinitely important—matters which were its 
objects (rv dévayy «.7.2.), developing them from his own richest experience, 
which had thus brought home to his deepest consciousness the Srepéyov 
THE yraorug X. The rod yrdvae might also be conceived as dependent on 
etpeld év aird (Wiesinger, Schneckenburger, Schenkel); but the more pre- 
cise definition of this etpela év air by uy Exov x.7.2. is so Important, earnest, 
and solemn, that it most naturally carries with it also the statement of 
aim which follows. Chrysostom joins éml 79 wiare: to ver. 10: ti dé éorly éri 
Th wiore. tod yoova abrév; apa Su wioTew 4% yvootc, Kel wioTew¢ aGvev yrdvat 
abrov obk gore. So also Theodoret and Erasmus, and recently Hofmann,} 
who, in doing so, takes éri in and by itself correctly as on the ground of faith. 
But such cases of emphatic prefixing, while they are certainly found with 
iva (see on Gal. ii. 10; Eph. iii. 18), are not found before the genitive of the 
infinitive with the article, which represents the expression with iva, but in 
such infinitive clauses only between article and infinitive; hence Paul 
would have written rob éxt ri mlores yoova. Comp. Rom. viii. 12; 1 Cor. 
xvi. 4. Hofmann improperly appeals, not any longer indeed to Rev. xii. 


7, but, doing violence to the position of the words in the LEX, to 2 Sam. 


"4 Comp. also his Schriftbew. I. p, 618. - 
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vi. 2; Isa. x. 82. eepoaling to: Caculio: Calvi in, Grotius, Bengel, and 
others, the genitive rod yr. is meant to depend on rf wiotee; « describit vim, 
et naturam fidet, quod scilicet sit Christi cognitio” (Calvin). But rior is 
never joined with the genitive of the infinitive with the article; and, besides, 
not the nature, but the object of the faith Wer. 9) would be denoted by the 
genitive (Col. ii. 12; 2 Thess. ii. 18, et al.). Nor is rod yoéva abréy. to be 


regarded as parallel with va X. xepdjaw x. cup. tv aiT@;' since it is in itself - 


arbitrary to despise the appropriate dependence on what immediately 
precedes, and to go back instead to #yobpat oxiPara eivae ; and since in iva 
Xpordv. xepd. «, ebpebd tv abtG two elements are given, a subjective and an 


~ objective one, so that thus there would be presented no parallel corres- 


ponding with the subjective rob yvava x.7.2. Moreover, Paul is in the habit 
of introducing two parallel clauses of design with a double iva (Rom. vii. 
13; Gal. iti 14; 2 Cor. ix. 8).—The yrara, which both conditions the faith 
and also in fuller development follows it (see on ver. 8), is not the discur- 
sive, or generally theoretical and speculative knowing, but the inwardly 
salutary, experimental becoming-acquainted-with (“ qui expertus non fuerit, 
non antelliget, ” Anselm), as is plain from ry diva «7.4. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 
8, vill. 2; Gal. iv..9, ef al.; frequently so used in John.*—xai riv divapev rie 
avacr, avrob Kal r, xowar. tT, rad. ait.] and (that is, and. especially) the power 
of His resurrection and the fellowship of His sufferings.. The divay. r. avaor. 
abr. is not the power by which He has been raised (Vatablus, Grotius; comp. 
Matthies), which would be quite unsuitable to the context, but the power 
_.. which the resurrection of Christ has, its vis.et oficacia in respect to believers, 
-ESVIL i] The special point that Paul has in view, is supplied by the 
context through whatis said immediately before of the righteousness of 
faith, to which tod yodvar x.7.4. refers. He means the powerful guarantee 
of justification and salvation which the resurrection of Christ. affords. to 


believers; see Rom. iv. 25, v. 10; 1 Cor. xv. 17; Acts xiii. 87, 38. This» 


~ power of the resurrection is experienced, not by him that’ is righteous 
through the law, but by him that is righteous through faith, to whom the 
- resurrection of the Lord brings the constant energetic certainty of his 
reconciliation procured by Jesus’ death and the completion of eternal life 
(Rom. vill. 11; 1 Cor. vi. 14; Col. iii. 1 ff; Phil. iii, 21). Comp. also Rom. 
vill. 34, where this. divayug Ho avacr. is triumphant in the apostle. As a 
maiter of course, this power, in virtue of which the resurrection of Christ, 
according to 1 Cor. xv. 17, Rom. iv. 25, might be described as “ comple- 
mentum redemtionis ” (Calvin), is already in regeneration experimentally 
known, as is Christ generally (airév); but Paul speaks from the conscious- 
ness that every element of the regenerate life, which has ry é« Oeod duxacoc- 
tuqy int 79 wioret, ig an ever new perception of this power. The view which. 
understands it of the moral power of awakening (Beza and others, also van 
Hengel; comp. Rilliet), according to Rom. vi. 4, Col. ii. 12, or the: living 
_. power of tL which lies for the heliever i in. the Veeveacn of. Christ, 


on aoe Storr, Heinrichs, and others, in- | Weite, Winer, 
2 eluding Apetesrald cohen Fillies, es ee algo tee) bibl. Theol, P. 421, ed. a ’ 
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according to 2 Cor. iv. 10, Gal. ii. 20, Phil. iv. 18—by means of which the 
Christian, “through his gloritied Lord, himself also possesses an infinite 
new power of acquiring victory over the world and death ” (Ewald, comp. 
de Wette, Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, Schenkel ; substantially also Hof- 
mann),—does not accord either with the words themselves (for so under-' 
stood it would be the power of the risen Christ, not the power of His resur- 
rection), or with the following «. ray xoweviay tév rabyu. abrod, which, in a 
logical point of view (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 10-12), must either have gone before, 
or have been expressed by év ri cowovia «7.4. The certainty of ow own 
resurrection and glory is necessarily ineluded also in the sivauc, without, 
however, being exclusively meant. By the series sermonis Bengel (comp. 


‘Samuel Crell) has allowed himself to be misled into explaining dvdoraoe, 


not of the resurrection at all, but of the exortus or adventus of the Messiah, 
References of various kinds are mixed up by Rheinwald, Flatt, Schinz, 
Usteri, and others.—xai rij xowwr. tov mau. adtod] In these words Paul 
intends to express—and he does so by the repetition of the article with a 

certain solemnity—a second, highly valuable relation, conditioned by the 
first, to the experimental knowledge of which the possession of the right- 
eousness of faith was destined to lead him, namely, the fellowship of the 
sufferings of Christ, in which he sees a high proof of divine grace and dis- 
tinction (i. 29, i1.17f). Comp. Col. i. 24. Suffering for the sake of Christ’s 
cause is a participation in Cheist’s sufferings (a cvuxéovew, Rom. viii. 17), 
because, as respects the characteristic kind and way of suffering, one 
suffers the same that Christ suffered (according to the ethical category, 


drinks of the same cup which Christ drank, Matt. xx. 22)? The expla- 


nation which makes it: suffering with such a disposition of mind as He 
suffered (as steadfastly, etc.), given by Flatt and others, is Imported from 
a rationalistic point of view; and the view which takes it in the sense of: 
the believing appropriation of the merit of Christ (Calovius, Rhemwald, and 
others), is opposed to the words, and at variance with the habitual con- 
ception of a real ovuréoxew with Christ, under which the sufferings of 
Christian martyrs were regarded. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
have already in substance the correct view. Observe, moreover, that Paul 
has not written rip Sivawuy rc Kowavtac «.7.A. Floelemann . “ vim ac pondus;” 
de Wette: “all that this fellowship involves,” comp. Corn. a Lapide: 
“duleedinem ac sanctitatem ”); the yréva, on the contrary, relates to the 
matter itself, to the knowledge of which only those righteous by faith can 
attain, whilst to those righteous by the law it remains an unknown 
element; the subjectivity for it is wanting to the latter, though the object- 
ive suffering is present. It was otherwise with the previous element; for 
the resurrection of Christ in itself—the fact as such—is known also by him 
who is righteous through the law, but not so its dévaycc, of which only the 
righteous through faith is aware. The knowledge of this dévajuc, in virtue 


1Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Storr, Hein- 2Comp.1 Pet. iv, 18, and see on 2 Cor. i. 5, 
richs, Hoelemann, and others; comp. Pela- Col, i. 24; also on thy vecpwow tod “Inood, 2 
gius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Cor. iv. 10. 
and Theophylact. 
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of whith he experiences in the yesurrection of Christ the abiding divinely 
effectual guarantee of his justification and eternal life, makes him capable 
“also of recognizing in his sufferings for the sake of the gospel a fellowship 
in the sufferings of Christ; the latter. knowledge is conditioned by the 
former; he would not have it without. the former, because he would be 
driven to look upon his faith as vain and idle, and upon himself, so far as 
he suffers, as d2cecvérepov ndvrov aviporwv (1 Cor. xv..14, 17,19.) The enthu- 
- glastie feeling of drinking the cup of Christ is not possible, unless a man 
bears in his heart the mighty assurance of salvation through the resurrec- 
tion of the Lord.—ovppopgigépevoe 7G Cavarw abrov] denotes the corresponding 
situation (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 10), in which Paul was conscious that he should 
know, as one righteous by faith, the convwviay rév raf. Xpiorod : dnasmuch as 
Tam made like to His death; for his position then was such that he saw 
himself threatened with martyrdom, consequently (comp. ii. 17) his state 
of suffering developed itself into similarity to the death of Christ. This 
present state of development of the being made like to Christ is indicated by 
the present participle. The interpretation, which takes it of the fellowship 
in suffering generally, which is here more precisely described (Calvin, 
Estius, and others; also Wiesinger and Weiss), does not satisfy the pro- 
gression from the general wanudrwv to the definite davdry, And the sense: | 
“non detrectando mortem ejus morti similem ” (Vatablus; comp. Matthies 
and de Wette).is imported into the words, which by Grotius, van Hengel, 
- Rilliet, Schneckenburger, and others, are interpreted quite in opposition 
- to the context, as referring to the ethical dying to the world, its lusts, ete. 
» (Rom. vi.; Gal. ii. 19). The nominative exyopd., which is to be explained 
as dependent, not in a clumsily complicated fashion on etpebia (Grotius, 
Hoelemann, Hofmann, and’ others), but on rod yrdva: x.7.2., refers to its 
logical subject.. See Eph. iv. 2. , 
- Ver. 11. Hi roe] if possibly, designating the aim, the attainment of which 
is before the apostle’s mind in the ovzpoppiféuevoc 76 Oav, abrod. In this 
ease, however, the deliberative form of expression (comp. Rom. i. 10, xi, 
14; Kithner, IT. 2, p. 1034) bears the impress, not. of doubt that he will 
attain to the resurrection of the dead (in case, namely, he should not live 
to see the Parousia), but of humility under the conception of the greatness 
of the bliss, and of the moral condition to which, on man’s part, it is subject.? 
This suffices also in opposition to Baur’s doubt (Paulus, I. p. 79 £.) whether. 
Paul could have expressed himself in this we ay at all. The expression 
- ‘excludes moral security, but not the certitudo salutis in itself, as, following 
_Estius and other Catholic expositors, Bisping still thinks. The certainty 
of salvation is founded on God's decree, calling (Rom. viii, 29 f.), promise, 
and attestation by the Spirit (Rom. viii. 10), in faith on the saving facts of 
redemption (Rom. viii. 32 ff), Comp. Calovius——The reader could not 
feel any doubt as to what. avéoracie Tov. vexpov Paul means, namely, 
the just, in which ol Tob kas ‘by Th saponin ‘abrod a Cor. XV. 28) shall ° 


: 108 ea ts dyetv, ott’ obras ieee fo Celera 7) wéoy, Theophylaet: comp. Guay: 
bpdver, owen GAdaxod Adyer’. o Soxay babheta _fostom. . 
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arise Comp. 1 Thess. iv.16. It is the resurrection of the dead xar’ ioxjy, 


- not different from the avécracie trav dutalwv. See on Luke xiv. 14. Neverthe- 


less, we must not find this resurrection denoted by the double compound 
éSavaor., the é¢ in it conveying the idea é« tic yije eg rov dépa (Theophylact). 
This é§ is simply to be explained by the conception é& rye yc, so that 
neither in the substantial meaning nor even in style (Bengel: “ Paulinus 
enim stylus Christo adscribit dvderacw, &avéoraow Christianis”’) is savdeor, 
to be distinguished from avder.; but the former is to be explained solely 
from the more vividly imaginative view of the event which the apostle 
has before him. Comp. on 1 Cor. vi. 14. The double compound substan- 
tive does not occur elsewhere in the N. T. (the verb, Mark xii. 19; Luke xx. 
28; Acts xv. 5); but see Polyb. iii. 55. 4, ii. 21. 9, di. 35. 4; Gen: vii, 4 
Compl. We may add, that while it has been eeolained: at variance with 


the context, as referring to the ethical resurrection, Rom. vi. 4 f? it is 


also erroneous to find in it the sense: “if perchance I should remain alive 
until the resurrection of the dead” (van Hengel, Hilgenfeld); since, on the 
contrary, essentially the same meaning is expressed as in Luke xx. 34 by 
ol xaragwlivres ... TH¢ dvacrdceoc, and it is conceived as a possible case 
(comp. i. 20 ff, ii. 17) that Paul will not remain alive until the Parousia? 
karavr. et¢ (Comp. Eph. iv. 18) denotes the attaining to a goal,* which, how- 
ever, is here not a point of time, but a bliss which is to be attained. Comp. 
Acts xxvi. 7. 

Vy. 12-14. [On Vv. 12-16, see Note XVIII. pages 155, 156.] Protest, that in 
what he had said in vv. 7~11 he had not expressed the fanciful idea of a Chris- 
tian perfection already attained; but that, on the contrary, his efforts are 
still ever directed forward towards that aim—whereby a mirror for self-con- 
templation is held up before the Philippians in respect to the moral conceit 
which disturbed their unity (ii. 2-4),in order to stir them up to a like 
humility and diligence as a condition of Christian perfection (ver. 15). 

Ver. 12. Oby oré] By this I do not mean to say that, etc’ He might 
encounter such a misconception on the part of his opponents; but “ 
summo fervore sobrietatem spiritualem non dimittit apostolus,’ Bengel.— 
959 tAaBov] that I have already grasped it. The object is not named by Paul, | 
but left. to be understood of itself from the context. The latter represents a 
prize-runner, who at the goal of the oradodpouia grasps the BpaBeiov (ver. 14). 








1It is incorrect to ascribe to the apostle the 
idea that none but believers will vise at the 
resurrection, and that unbelievers will re- 
main in Hades (Weiss). The resurrection of 
ali, as Christ Himself unquestionably taught 


- tt (see on John v. 28 f.; Luke xiy. 14), is also 


in Paul’s view the necessary premiss of the 
judgment of all, of believers and also of unbe- 
levers (of the «éapos, Rom. iii. 6; 1 Cor. vi. 
2, xi.82), That view, moreover, is at variance 
with the -apostle’s distinct declaration in 
Acts xxiv. 15, comp. xvii. 31. Gerlach proper- 
ly declares himself (Letzte Dinge, p. 147 ff) 
opposed, to Weiss, but still limits the final 


judgment, at p. 101 ff., as regards the persons 
subjected to it, ina way that is exegetically 
altogether unjustifiable. 

2Flacius, Balduin, Coccejus, and others; 
comp. Schrader. 7 

$This also applies against the view of Otto, 
Pastoralbr. p. 233, who has altogether misun- 
derstood vv, 11 and 12. 

4Frequently in Polybius, see Schweighau- 
ser, Lex. p. 382; see also the passages from 
the LXX, and Apoer. in Schleusner, III. p. 
234 f. : : 

5See on 2 Cor. i. 24, ili. 5; John. vi. 46, 
Aken, Lehre v. Tamp. u. Mod. p. 91 £8 
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This Bpapetov typifies the bliss of the Messiah's kingdom. (comp. 1 Cor. i ix. 24; 
2 Tim. iv. 7, 8), which therefore, and that as Bpapeiov, is here to be con- 
ceived as the object, the attainment of which is denied to have already 
taken place. And accordingly, HaBov is to be explained of the having 
attained in ideal anticipation, in which the individual is as sure and. certain 


of the future attainment of the Apafeiov, as if it were already an accom- 


plished fact. What therefore Paul here denies of himself is the same 

imagination with which he reproaches the Corinthians in 1 Cor. iv. 8 (see 

in loc.). The reference to the SpaBeiov (so Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theo- 
phylact, Erasmus, Bengel, Heinrichs, Rilliet, and others) is not proleptic;t 

| on the contrary, it is suggested by the idea of the race just introduced in 

ver. 12, and is prepared for by the preceding xatavriaw sig tv éavdoracw T. 


vexp., in which the Messianic carypia makes its appearance, and the grasp-. 


ing of the fpafeiov is realized; hence it is so accordant with the context 
- that all other references are excluded. Accordingly, we must neither supply 
metam generally (Beza, comp. Ewald); nor tiv dvdorace (Rheinwald); nor 
rov Xpiordv (Theodoret; comp. Weiss); nor moral perfection (Hoelemann, 
following Ambrosiaster and others); nor the right of resurrection (Grotius) ; 
nor even “ the knowledge of Christ which appropriates, imitates, and strives 
to follow Him” (de Wette) ;? nor yet the caravray of ver. 11 (Matthies).—} 
76n rereAciauar| or—in order to express without a figure that which had been 
figuratively denoted by jy éAafar—were already perfected’ [XVII 0. ¢.] 
- For only the ethically perfected Christian, who has entirely become and is 
. (observe the perfect) what he was intended to. become and be, would be 

able to say with truth that he had already grasped the BpaPeiov, however 
infallibly certain might be to him, looking at his inward moral frame of 
-Jife, the future owrypic, He who is not yet perfect has still always to run 
after it; see the sequel. The words 9 #7 dedixaiwuas, introduced in con- 


-siderablé authorities before 7, form a correct gloss, when understood in an. 


ethical sense. For instances of reAeiotoa:—which is not, with Hofmann, to 
_. be here taken in the indefinite generality of being ready—in the sense of 

‘gpiritual perfection (comp. Heb, ii. 10, v. 9, xii. 28), see Ast, Lev. Plat. ITY. 
p. 369; comp. Philo, Alleg. p.74 C, where the fpafeia are adjudged to the 
soul, when it is perfected. Yo be at the goal (Hammond, Wolf, Loesner, 
~ Heinrichs, Flatt, Rilliet, and others), is a sense, which rered. might have 
according to the context. In opposition to it, however, we may urge, not 
_ that the figure of the race-contest only comes in distinctly in the sequel, 
- for itis already introduced in ver. 12, but that Paul would thus have 
expressed himself quite tautologically, aud that réAeco in ver. 15 is correla+ 

tive with rereAetopar—didxw dé] [XVIII d.] but I pursue it, i.e. I strive after 


1As also Hofmann: objects, who finds. the 2Comp. Ambrosiaster, Calvin, Vatablus, van 


“notion of the verb.alone sufficient for express- Hengel, Wiesinger. 
ing what is to be negatived, but yet likewise &§This ‘being perfected is not the result of 


ultimately comes to eternal life asa supple: the daSov (Wiesinger, Weiss), but the moral 
ment; ‘for that which is not yet attained is. condition of him who can say édaBov, Note 
-one and the same with that waee is one sea) that jis used,and not. «al; caé might have 
wt be e stiained,: why ee “been taken as annexing the result, 
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it with strenuous running; see ver. 14. The idea of urgent haste is con- 
veyed.’ The dé has the force of an 4444 in the sense of on the other hand ; 
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 95, and comp. on Eph. iv. 15. We must understand 
tS BpaBeiov as object to didxu, just as in the case of fafov and xara2d fu; 
hence didxw is not to be taken absolutely (Rilliet; comp. Rheinwald, de 
Wette, Hofmann), although this in itself would be linguistically admissible 
(in opposition to van Hengel), see on ver. 14.2—el xai cara24é8u] This ei is, 
as in ei rue, ver. 11, deliberative: ¢f I also, etc., the idea of oxoreiv or some 
similar word being before his mind; the compound xara4é8w is more (in 
opposition to Weiss) than @a@ov, and denotes the apprehension which 
takes possession ;* and «ai implies: I not merely grasp (24afor), but also 
actually apprehendi—iy © xai xareApgOnv bxd X.]> because I was also appre- 
hended by Christ. This is the determining ground of the d&éxo, and of the 
thought thereto annexed, e xat rara4éB0, Theophylact (comp. Chrysostom 
and Theodoret) aptly remarks: decxvic, dre dveidn tort 7d xpayua, dyot? didte Kal 
kareAggd, 3xd X. Otherwise, in fact, this having been apprehended would 
not have been responded to on my part. Respecting é¢’ @, on the ground 
of this, that, i.e. propterea quod, see on Rom. v. 12; 2 Cor. vy. 4. [XVIII e] 
The interpretation : for which, on which behalf (Oecumenius, Beza, Grotius, 
Rheinwald, Rilliet, Weiss, and others), just as in iv. 10, is indeed linguis- 
tically correct and simple; but it assigns the conversion of Paul, not to 
the general object which it had (Gal. i. 16), but to a personal object. In 
this case, moreover, Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger supply rotro previously, 
which is not in accordance with the objectless afov. More artificial are 
the explanations: whereunto, in the sense of obligation (Hoelemann); 
under which condition (Matthies); in so far as (Castalio, Ewald); in the 
presupposition, that (Baur); which is certain from the fact, that (subjective 
ground of knowledge; so Ernesti, Urspr. d. Sunde, IL. p, 217). According 
to Hofmann, Paul desires to give the reason why, and for what purpose, he 
contemplates an apprehension. But thus the reference of év @ «7.4. would 
be limited to e «. kuraAdBo, although the positive leading thought has been 
introduced. in didka dé Ed @ 4.7.2. serves this leading thought along with 
that of its accessory definition & «. caraAdBw,—xai| also, subjoins to the active 
xaraaapw the ingeniously corresponding passive relation careAjoiy. And 
by xareaj¢0. Paul expresses what at his conversion he experienced from 
Christ (hence the aorist); there is no need for suggesting the idea, foreign 
to the context, of an apprehended fugitive (Chrysostom, Theophylact, 


.  LAbresech, ad Aesch.. Sept. 90; Blomfield, 
. Gloss. Pers. 86. 

2Phavorinus: Suxew éviore Td ards kara 
grovdnv éAatvery; also Eustathius, ad Jl. 
xxiii. 344, . 

3Comp. on Rom. ix. 30, 1 Cor. ix. 24, where 
we have the same progression from Aang. to 
karaAaupB.; Herod, ix. 58: duwxrdor etal és 5 

Karadoppddvres. : 
42 Nim. iv. 7 does not conflict with our 
passage, but is the confession at the end of the 


course, ‘f exemplum accipientis jam jamque,” 
Bengel. ; 

§Comp. Plat. Tim. p. 38 D: 60ev xaraAapBa- 
vougi Te Kat kataAapBdvoryrat, 1 Cor, xiii. 12: 
émyvaropat xabas Kat éveyvodbyny, Ignatins, 
Rom. 8: Oedjoare, iva Kal duets OednOijre, Trall. 
5: woAAG yap Hucy Actret, va Oeod ph Acurdpeda, 

‘Paul is conscious that, being apprehended 
by Christ, he may: not and cannot do other. 
wise. Comp. Bengel:. quoniam;. sensus yir- 
tutis Christi accendit Christianum. 
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Chaslorsh. and others, jachiding Flatt aa yan Hengel). ‘The fact that at 


that time Christ laid held of him. on his pre-Christian career, and took him 
into His power and gracious guidance as His own, is vividly illustrated by 


the figure, to which the context gave occasion, careagod. iro X. 


Vy. 13, 14. [XVIII 7] Once. more, and with loving earnestness — 


(ade2gn/), Paul says what he had already sa uid in ver. 12 with oby dr... 
xaraiépw; and in doing so, he brings more. into relief inthe first portion the 


element of self-estimation, which in his own case he denies; and, in the. 


second part, be sets forth more in, detail the idea: didxw d8 ct x. kaTaA— 
ey éuaurév] ego me ipsum, an emphatic mode of indicating one’s own esti- 


mation, in which one is both subject and object of the judgment. Comp. 
John v. 30f, vii. 17, vill. 54; Acts xxvi. 9, ef al. A reference to the judg- . 
ment of others about him (Benizel: Weiss, and others; comp. also Hof- 


mann) is here out of place,—Avyiouar] I judge, I am. of opinion,’ Rom. i, 
28, viii. 18, xiv. 14; 2 Cor. xi. 5, et al; Xen. Anab. ii, 2.18; Dem. Ixiii. 
12.—év df] Comp. Anthol. Pal. vii. 455: é 0 avri wdvtov, also the frequent 


av pévev ; see Stallbaum, ad. Plat. Symp. p. 184 0, Rep. p. 548 C. Tt is here 
usually supplemented by ro (Chrysostom appears to have understood 


xoov).. Soalso Winer, Buttmann, de Wette, Wiesinger, Ellicott. But 


-how arbitrarily, seeing that the context by what immediately precedes 
suggests simply the supplying of AoyiSouet PXVIIL g.] (not doy. warecdypévac, 
_Oecumenius, Weiss), and this is in perfect harmony with the sense! 
_ Hence we take it thus: “but one thing J think, unwm censeo.’ This one 


thing which Paul thinks regarding the matter in question, in contrast to 


_ the previous negative (dé, as in ver. 12),is then directly expressed by all 
~ that follows from ra pév driow to év X.’I, Nearest to this contextual sup- 
». plement comes the Syriac, which has added olda, and Luther, who has 
added 4éyo, The supplying of Aoyifoua: ig confirmed by the cognate 
. gpovduev, ver. 15, . Without supplying anything, év dé has either been con- 
nected with dino (thus Augustine, Serm. de divers. i. 6, Pierce, Storr, van _ 


Hengel, and others), or has been taken absolutely: “unum contra!” see 


_ Hoelemann, comp. Rheinwald. But the former isto be rejected, because 


the subsequent disco carries its own complete definiteness; and the latter 


would render the discourse abrupt without reason, since it is not written 


under emotional excitement, and would, withal, require a supplement, 
such as Beza gives by orl. Hofmann. also comes: at length in substance 
to this latter supplement, mixing up an imaginary contrast to that which 
the adversaries imputed to the apostle: over-against this, his conduct sub- 


sequently described was the only thing which was quite right ).—ra pév dricw] 
what is behind, cannot be referred to what has been mentioned in vv. 5 and 
6 and the category of those pre-Christian advantages generally (so in sub- 


stance, Pelagius; rate in Theodoret, Vatablus, Zeger, Wolf, and others, 
also Ewald and Hofmani); this would be at variance with the context, 


for ra ead driow éidavd, corresponds to the negation of the having already — 


1 0b belongs to Haylee: The arkbiieons © ee otmrw w(Al D Mr min, vss. and Fathers), which 
reference to Karerdypévar produced the read. : ‘Tischendorf 8. has adopted, 


ie 
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_ attained or being perfect in ver. 12, and must therefore apply to the pre- 
vious achievements of the Christian life, to the degrees of Christian moral 
perfection already reached, which are conceived as the spaces already left 
behind in the siadium of the runner still pressing forward; and not to 
what had belonged to his pre-Christian conduct (Hofmann). Comp. 
Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact—ixajev.] forgetting, like’ the 
runner who dismisses from his mind the space already traversed, and fixes 
his thoughts only on what still lies before him. This is surely no break in 


the internal connection (as Hofmann objects); on the contrary, like the - 


runner pressing forward, Paul in his continuous restless striving overlooks 
the degree of moral perfection already attained, which he would not do, 
if he reckoned it already as itself perfection. ém2avOdveotar is: joined with 


the genitive and accusative; the simple verb, on the contrary, only with | 


the genitive. See Kiihner, II: 1, p. 318. On the use of the word in the 
sense of intentional forgetting, comp. Herod. iii. 75, iv. 48; 1 Mace. i. 49. 
It thus amounts to the sense of nullam rationem habere$—roig d8 iumpoober 
énexrewvdu. | but stretching myself out towards that which is before. The dative 
is governed by the verb compounded with éi? the éxi intimating the 
direction. In the case of such an one running “prono et quasi praecipiti 
-corpore” (Beza), “oculus manum, manus pedem praevertit et trahit,” 


Bengel® Ta éump. represent the higher stages of Christian perfection not. . 


yet attained.*—xard oxordv Sido] I hasten towards the goal, therefore in a 
straight course towards the prize of victory. The opposite: 47d cxoroi, 
Hom. Od. xi. 844, xxii. 6; Plat. Theaet. p. 179 ©, Tim. P- 25 E; Xen. Conv. 
ii. 10; Lucian, Lcarom. Bs: and wapa oxordy, Pind. Ol. xiii. 144. On didxw 
without an accusative of the object (in opposition to van Hengel), comp. Xen. 
Anab. vii. 2. 20, vi. 5. 25 (Spd dtaxerv); Aesch. Sept. 89; Buttmann, Lezil. 
p. 219; Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 218. Comp. on ver. 12. The prize of 
victory (rd BpafBeiov, see on 1 Cor. ix. 24; Clem. Cor. I.5; Schol. min. ad 
Soph. 1. 680; Oppian, Cyneg. iy. 196; Lycophr. 1154) represents the sal- 
vation of the Messiah’s kingdom (see on ver. 12), to which God has called 
man. Hence: rij¢ dvw kAgoewc, a genitive which is to be taken not as appo- 
sitional (de Wette, Schenkel), but as the genitive of the subject: the 
BpaBeiov, to which the calling relates. Comp. Luther: “which the heavenly 
calling holds out.” This is therefore the object of the éAqic ric KAjoeus 
(Eph. i. 18, iv. 4)5—) avo «Agog rod Ocod [XVIII h.] is the calling which issued 
from God above in heaven (on dave, comp. Col, iii. 2, Gal. iv. 26; and on the 


subject-matter, Heb. iii. 1), by which He has called us to the curypia of | 


His kingdom. The general form of expression, not even limited by a 
pronoun (such as rie éujc), does not allow us to think only of the miracu- 








1Sturz, Lex. Xen. IT. p. 294, 
2 Kriiger, 3 48. 11, 5; Nigelsbach, zur Ilias, 
p- 30, ed. 3. 
$On the verb, comp. Strabo, xvii. -p. 800; 
Aristot, Poet. 21; Plut. Mor. p. 147 A, 
47a éumpogdey, is thus conceived by the 
apostle as that which stilt Mes further in prospect 


that which lay before him in consequence of his 


conversion (contrasting with his pre-Christian |... 
efforts), as Hofmann thinks. It is the ever _ 


new, greater, and loftier task which he sees 
before him, step after step. 
% Comp. the Platonic caddy 1b aOAoy Kat } 


Amis peyddn, Phaed. p. 114 0. 


after every advance in the ethical course; notas ~~ 


a 


a 



















































140 ae EPISTLE oF PAUL 0 THE PHILIPPIANS. 


lous calling of the apostle himself ‘this i is « father -tnelnited aidet the general 
category of the dvw KAjoug rob Geot, which in the individual cases may have 


taken. his torically very different forms. The dye, which in itself is not 
necessary, is added, because Paul,is thoroughly filled with the conscious- 
ness of the divine nature of the «jou in its exaltedness above everything 


that is earthly. Lastly, the «jou itself is, as always (even in 2 Thess. i. 


11), the act of calling; not that whereto one is called (de Wette), or “le 


- bonheur céleste méme” (Rilliet); and the general currency of the idea 
and expression forbids us also, since no indication of the kind is given, to. 
“conceive of God as BpaBerrie or BoaBetc, as the judge of the contest,’ who 
‘through the herald summons the runners to the race (Grotius, Wolf, 


Rosenmiiller, am Ende, Hoelemann, van Hengel, Wiesinger); ri¢ dvw xa. 
r. 8. serves to define more accurately that which is figuratively denoted by 
BpaBetov, but does not itself form a part of the allegory.—év X. ’I.] is rightly, 
(so also Weiss) joined by Chrysostom to diaco* [XVIII i]. This thought, 


‘that the didsew just described is done by him in Christ, as the. great 


upholding and impelling element of life in which amidst this activity he 
moves, is emphatically placed at the end as that which regulates all his 
efforts. The usual connection of these words with r. dvo «Ajosog 7. Oecd, in 
which the calling is understood as brought about through Christ (rather: 
having its causal ground in Christ), yields a superfluous and self-obvious 
definition of the «Ago already so accurately defined; although the con- 
necting article would not be necessary, since, according to the construc- 


tion Kadeiv év X. (1 Cor. vii. 22; 1 Pet, v. 10), é X. "I. might be joined with 
~ KAgoews 80 as to form one idea? A contrast to the calling issued to Jsrael 


to be God's people on earth, is groundlessly suggested by Hofmann, 
Ver. 15. Application of the passage vv. 12-14 for the benefit of the 


Philippians, down to ver, 17.—réAewr] [XVIII j.] denotes not perfection, 


like reredelouae in ver. 12, but the moral ripeness which, with differences of 
degree in the case of individuals, belongs to the true Christian state that 
has advanced beyond the novitiate—that Christian maturity in which one 
is no longer. wyrag év XpiorG; comp, on 1 Cor. il. 6, iii, 1; Eph. iv. 18. 
The rerehetwpar is the ideal goal of the development: of this rédevov elvaz, 
contradistinguished from the »rdérn. The special aspect of this maturity, 
which Paul had in view in using rédew, is to be regarded, not as 
theoretical knowledge,—the doctrine of righteousness by faith being con- 


- ceived to be specially referred to (Erasmus, Wolf, Rheinwald, and 
-others),——but as the moral character and striving of believers, as appears 
- from ver. 18 f, along with which the corresponding relation of practical 
insight-is. selfevident as & necessary presupposition (comp. Col. iv. 12, i 
28); although there is no reason to suppose that particular questions in | 
this domain (such as those relating to sacrificial flesh, fasts, feasts, and the — 
~ like) had arisen in ae and occasioned division, of wee no trace 


Pollux, ti 145; Blomé, Gloss. a ach. “eve xeopis, ais éxetvou ports Torodrov SueA@ety 


Pers. 307,  bidorna, Comp, Theodoret and Ocecumenins, 
id Spars ‘Tneed TaUTE roti, dni 0 ov byte -PCorag Clem. Cor. 146, 
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exists. The jealousy and partial disunion in the church arose froma 

‘ moral conceit, which was prejudicial to mutual humility (ii. 3 ff) and to 
personal genuine striving after holiness (ii. 12 {). In using éco-—with 
which we are to supply swmus simply, and not volumes esse—Paul leaves 
it to the conscientious judgment of every reader whether he, on his part, 
belongs to the fhumber of the réAee; but by including himself in this. 
predicate, and yet having previously negatived the gdy rereZelmpae in his - 
own case (ver. 12), the apostle removes all idle misunderstanding and | 
abuse of his words which might tend to moral pride, and then by roire ; 
gpovayev leaves room only for the consciousness: &¢ redeiov 7d wh vouiTerv 
avrév rédewov elvac, Chrysostom. A tone of irony (Schenkel) is utterly alien . 
to the heartfelt character of the whole discourse, which is, moreover, in 
this application, ver. 15,so expressed as to include the apostle in common 
with his readers. To the Catholic fictions of astate of perfection the pas- 
sage is in direct opposition.—robro gpoveuev] [XVIII k-.] let us have this 
frame of mind, namely, which I, in ver. 18 f., have just expressed as mine; 
the frame of humble selfestimation, and at the same time incessant 
pressing forward. Grotius holds quite arbitrarily that Paul reverts to 
what he had said in ver. 38. But it is also wrong to seek the reference of 
rovro gpov. in the passage from ver.4 onwards: “renunciandum esse splen- | 
didis virtutibus Judd. (vy. 47), contra in solo Christo acquiescendum — ~ | | 

; . (vv. 8-10) et ad victricem palmam studio indefesso annitendum 

Ae (vv. 12-14),” Hoelemann ;' similarly Hofmann, who makes it refer to the 

entire presentation—joining on to ver. 83—of a frame of mind which is 5, oth 

opposed to the disposition of those against whom they are to be on their a 

guard. Vy. 4-11 are certainly said by way of warning against the false : 

teachers, and are opposed to these; but this opposition is of a dogmatic 

nature, for the upholding of the Pauline fundamental doctrine against 

Judaism, and it is only ver. 12 that. begins what has regard to the moral 

progress of the Church in. the right way pressing onward to the goal, in 

which respect Paul desires to serve for their model (ver. 17),—as which he 

has sketched himself in ver. 13 f, when he begins with ddeA¢oi and intro- 

duces his éy. Besides, the ¢povéyuev, which is correlative with the Aoyifouar, 

does not point back beyond ver. 18 f£, Therefore, not even the appropria- awh 

tion of Christ, vv. 8-11, is to be included in the reference of the redro (in 

opposition to de Wette and Wiesinger). Van Hengel is inclined to refer | 

rovro to rb Bpafeiov; but the readers needed the exhortation to the right iL 

mode of striving after the Bpafeiov, and not the summons generally, that 4 

they should have the Apa. in view. This applies also against the similar, 

iy although more exact, interpretation of Fritzsche (Diss. IZ. in 2 Cor. p. 92) : ae 

“Rae mente sinus sc. ut. 73 BpaB. Tie dve KAjcews consectemur.”—xat ef te érépag 

gpov.] and if as to any point (ri, accusative of the object) ye be otherwise 

minded, take up another way of thinking, varying, namely, from that 

specified in rodro gpovdyer, A man may, forsooth, have in general the 
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1Comp. Calvin, Wolf, Heinrichs, and others, including Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, Rilliet, * 
and Reiche. : 
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same frame of mind which Paul has represented in himself, and to which 
he has summoned his readers; but at the same time an isolated concrete 

case (ri) may occur, which a man cannot fit into the ¢povety in question, 
and regarding which he is of opinion that he ought to be differently 
minded, so that in such a state of things he becomes morally inconsistent 
in his frame of mind, inasmuch as he lacks the. befitting éxiyrwow and 
aiobnote ic Td Soxyudlew «.7.2., 1. 9, in the moral judgment which deter- 
mines the ¢povey, THofmann arbitrarily limits the ri to some matter inde- 
pendent of the essential disposition of the Christian life. This sense would 


have required 2 more precise definition, in order to be found. And the_ 
~ hope which is uttered in the apodosis, is in perfect harmony with the - 


prayer in i. 9£; hence Hofmann’s objection, that the readers must have 
themselves corrected the fault which according to our view here emerges, is 
quite groundless. The subject addressed is the readers generally (see ver.17), 
not the v#r: (Hunnius, Wolf, Bengel, Storr, and others, including Flatt, 
Rheinwald, Hoelemann, Rilliet, Reiche), whom several expositors, have 
regarded as those who had not yet raised themselves to the pure right- 
eousness of fakth excluding the law (see Rheinwald and Reiche), or who 
had allowed themselves. to be led away by false teachers (see Hunnius, 
_. Grotius, Storr). But setting aside the arbitrariness generally with which 
_ this contrast is introduced, it is opposed by the fact, that Paul does not 
_assume any thorough and éssential diversity in the ¢gpoveiv, but only such 
a Variation as might affect some one or other isolated point (ri), and that 


not in the doctrinal, but in the moral proyince. of Christian conduct. .— 


Moreover, if persons led astray were here in question, nothing would be 
less in harmony with the character of the apostle than the hopeful toler- 
ance which is expressed in the words xa? rotro . .. dmonadtrpe. Lastly, 
the change of ‘person (in. opposition to Bengel) was necessary, because 
Paul, speaking of a partial érépac gpoveiv, could not include himself—In 
étépoc, otherwise (not occurring. elsewhere in the N, T.), there is. implied, 
according to the context, an unfworable sense, the notion of incorrectness, 
_ Sects quant oportet ;* Just as érepog (comp, on 42/0, Gal. v. 10) may denote 
even that which is bad or hostile? It is here the érepodogeiv (Plat. Theael. 
pp. 190-E, 198 D), as frame of mind. This has not been attended to by 
van Hengel, when he takes with equal unsuitableness ri in an emphatic 
sense, and gpoveiv as to’ strive for: “si guid boni per aliam viam expetitis, 
quam ego persequ@r.”—xai roiro 6 Oxide du. axox.] Expression of the hope 
_ that such variations will not fail to be rectified, on the part of God, by His 
revealing operation. Certainly, therefore, the variations, which Paul so 
forbearingly and confidently and without polemical handling commits to 
revealing correction on the part of God, were not on matters of principle 
or of an anti-Pauline character—xal rotro] this also, like other things 
which ae has already eoyeaied unto yous so that in xa? is conjained the 


' Comp. Hon. Od. 1.284 ee 208, 22, 597. =o Wisa. xix. 3; mah: ad Pind. em. vill. 3, 
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idea also still (Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 185). Hofmann erroneously says 
that cat implies: there, where the disposition is present, which I require. It 
in fact belongs to robre. This roiro, however, is not: that ye; but what ye 
wrongly think; the frame of mind in question, asit ought to be instead of 
the érépug gpovetv, not: “whether you are right or I” (Ewald)? The 
passage is very far from betraying uncertainty or want of firmness (Baur). 
—The aroxadinper, which is to be taken as purely future, is conceived by 
Paul as taking place through the Holy Spivit (see Eph. i. 17; Col. i. 10), not 
by human instruction (Beza). He might also have written duddge: (comp. 
Geadidaxrot, 1 Thess. iv. 9; also John vi. 45), by which, however, the special 
kind of instruction which he means would not have been indicated. This 


is the inward divine unveiling of ethical truth, which is needed for the - 


practical reason of him, who in any respect otherwise ¢povet than Paul has 
shown in his own example: for ob wepl doyyzdrwr rabra elpyrar, GAAd seph 
Biov reredryTog Kal rod py vouilew savrode teAsious eiva, Chrysostom. Where- 
ever in this moral respect the right frame of mind is not yet completely 
present in one or the other, Paul trusts to the disclosing operation of God 
Himself, whose Spirit rules and works in the Church and its individual 
members? 


Ver. 16, EXVITT e.] A caution added to the precept given in ver. 15, 


and the promise coupled with it: Only let there be no deviation in the 
prosecution of the development of your Christian life from the point to 
which we have attained! Neither to the right nor to the left, but forward 
in the same direction! This warning Paul expresses briefly and precisely 
thus: “ Only whereto we have attained,—according to the same to direct your 
walk }”—that is, “however ye may be in some point otherwise minded 
and, therefore, may have to await further revelation, at all events ye ought 
not to deviate—this must in every case be your fundamental rule—from 
that whereto we have already attained in the Christian life; but, on the con- 


trary, should let the further direction of your moral walk be determined by that 
same.” Such a general precept addressed to the Philippians conveys an_— 


honorable testimony to the state of their moral constitution on the whole, 
however different in individuals we may conceive the point to be from 
which Paut says ete 6 é40., as is evident from the very fact that he includes 
himself in the ec 6 é¢@., which could not but honor and stimulate the 
readers. On rAgv, nisi quod, comp. i. 18; on ¢%dvecv cic, to attain to anything, 
comp. Matt. xii. 28; Luke xi. 26; 1 Thess. ii. 16 (é7/);; Rom. ix. 81; Dan. 
iv. 19; Tob. v.18; Plut. Mor. p. 838 A; Apollod. xii. 242. It denotes the 
having come forward, the having advanced. Ewald takes it: if we had the 
advantage (see 1 Thess. iv. 15, and the common classical usage), that is: 
“in what we already possess much better and higher than Judaism.” 
But this reference to Judaism is not given in the text, which aims to 


1Oecumenius, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, ratio et veritas.” 


Fritasche,.0. c.-p, 93. 41 Cor. ii. 14, 111.16; Eph. i. 17, it. a1 £3 Rom. 
£Calvin aptly says: “Nemo ita loquijure  vili.9, 15, 26; Gal. v. 22, 25, et al. 


“ poaset, nisi cui certa constat suae doctrinae 
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secure , generally. their further progress in the dccalapiaent of Christian 
life. On crocyeiv with the dative of the rule: to advance (march) according 
to something, that is, to direct’ oneself in one’s constant conduct by some- 
‘thing, see on Gal. v. 16, 25. The infinitive, however, as the expression of 
a briefly measured wish or command, without supplying Aéyo, dei, or the . . 
like (which Buttmann requires, Neut. Gr. p. 288 [E. T. 272]), stands in. 
place of the imperative, asin Rom. xii. 15; : ‘Britaschis, ad Rom. III.p. 86. 
Fritzsche, however, Diss. II. 2 Cor, p. 98, has erroneously made the infini- 
tive dependent on droxaitpe: “praeterea instituet vos, ut, quam ego con- 
secutus sum r@ PpaBele tie dra KAgjoews intentam mentem, ejusdem parti- 
cipes fieri ipsi annitamini.”. Comp. Oecumenius. Decisive against this 
view is the plural éé0dcazev, which, according to the context (ver. 15), can- 
not apply merely to Paul, as well as the fact that the antithesis of persons 
. (ego... . psi) is gratuitously introduced. Michaelis, who is followed by 
Rilliet, closely unites ver. 16 with the sequel,? but in such a way that only 
tn awkward arrangement of the sentences is attained, and the nervous 
vigor of the concise command is taken away.—The ele 6 é¢0déo.—which 
cannot in accordance with the context denote the having attained to_ 
Christianity, to the being Christian (Hofmann’s view, which yields a mean- 
ing much too vague and general)—has been rightly explained by Chry- 
sostom and Theophylact as relating to the attainments in the Christian life, 
which are to be maintained, and in the further development of which 
constant progress is to be made (6 xarwpfdoaper, xaréxouev, Theophylact). 
Comp. Schinz and van Krengel. This view is corroborated by the sequel, 
in which Paul represents himself as model of the. walk; and therefore it — 
is not to be referred. merely to the measure of the right frame of mind . 
attained (Weiss). Most expositors understand the words as signifying the 
measure of Christian knowledge acquired (so also. Heinrichs, Flatt, Rhein- 
wald, Matthies, Hoelemann, de Wette, Wiesinger), in conformity with 
which one ought to live.. In connection with this, various arbitrary defi- 
nitions of the object of the knowledge have been suggested, as, for instance, 
by Grotius: “de circumcisione et ritibus;” Heinrichs and de Wette: 
concerning the main substance of the Christian faith apart from secondary 


matters; Schneckenburger: “that man is justified by faith, and not by 


the works of the law ;” along with which de Wette lays stress on the point 
that it isnot the individual more or less perfect. knowledge (so usually; _ 
‘gee Flatt, Rheinwald, Matthies) that is meant, but the collective conviction, 
the truths generally recognized. But the whole interpretation which 
refers it to knowledge is not in keeping with the text; for é6@dcauev, correl- 
ative with Sroidely, presents tog ether with the latter a wnity of figurative 


* 


‘18ea Hom, Jt. i. 20, and Nagelshach in loc.; a prefixed designation of that in doing which 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. EPP: 473 A; -ERUGK, id they are to be his imitators and to have ‘their. : 
Bur. Herael. 314. ; - attention direeted-to those, ete. Thus the 

2 This is thrown out as'a suggestion also by infinitive would come to stand as infinitive of 
Hofmann, according to whom the infinitive. theaim. But even. thus the whole attempt 
»-elause ought.“ perhaps more correctly” tobe would be an artificial twisting of the passage - : 
Stuyled with ove usnrrta ras 2 and taken. as. : “without reason or use. 
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view, the former denoting the point of the way already attained, and 76 


avT@ aroysiv, perseverance in the direction indicated by that attainment. . 


Therefore, if by orocyet there is clearly (see ver. 17) intended the moral 
conduct of life, this also must be denoted by ele 4 é48. as respects its 
quality attained up to the present time. Moreover, if sic 6 96. is to be 
understood as referring to knowledge, there would be no motive for the 
prominence given to the identity by 76 abro. 


RemMARK.—What Paul means in ver. 16 may be illustrated thus: 





Hh 


Here B is the point of the development of Christian life ei¢ 6 ig@doapev, which, | 


in the case of different individuals, may be more or less advanced. The 7@ aira 
oroyety takes place, when the path traversed from A to B is continued in the 
direction of GC. If any one should move from B in the direction of either D or E, 
he would not 76 avr@ orocyetv, The reproach of wneertainty which Wiesinger 
brings against this canon, because a. érépa¢ @povety may take place which does not 
lie in the same direction, and generally because the power of sin might. hinder 
the following out of this direction, would also apply in opposition to every other 
explanation of the el¢ 6 69. and particularly to that of the knowledge attained ; 
but it is altogether unfounded, first, because the érépwe dporsty only refers to one 
or another concrete single point (tc), so that the whole of moral attainment—the 
collective development—which has been reached is not thereby disturbed ; and, 
secondly, because Paul in this case has to do with a church already highly advanced 
in a moral point of view (i. 6 ff.), which he might, at all events generally, enjoin 
to continue in the same direction as the path in which they had already travelled. 
Very groundless is also the objection urged by Hofmann, that the «ig 6 8. must 
necessarily be one and the same for all. This is simply to be denied; it is an 
utterly arbitrary assumption. 


Ver.17. [On Vy. 17-21, see Note XTX. pages 157, 158.] In carrying out this 
command they are to follow his example, which he has previously held 
up to their view, especially from ver. 12 onwards.—svyyiuyrai] [XTX a] 
co-imitators, ig a word not elsewhere preserved. Comp., however, cusp 
pobpevor, Plat. Polit. p. 274 D. civ is neither superfluous (Heinrichs, comp. 
Hofmann), nor does it refer to the imitation of Christ in common with the 


apostle (Bengel, Ewald),—a reference which cannot be derived from the . 


remote i. 80-ii.. 8, and which would be expressed somewhat as in 1 Cor. xi. 


1; 1 Thess. i. 6. Neither does it refer to the obligation of his readers col- : 


lectively to imitate him (Beza, Grotius, and others, including Matthies, 
~ Hoelemann, van Hengel, de Wette), so that ‘omnes uno consensu et una 
mente” (Calvin) would be meant; but it means, as is required by the con- 
text that follows: “una cum aliis, qui me imitantur (Estius; comp. Eras- 


mus, Annot., Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide, Wiesinger, Weiss, Ellicott, and . | 
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others), ‘Theophylict aptly aoe “euyeoddg abrove Toig Kaaae mepumatodst, 
whereby the weight of the exhortation is strengthened.—oxoreire] direct your 
view to those who, etc., namely, in order to become imitators of me in like 
manner as they are. ‘Other Christians, not Philippians, are meant, just as 
‘yer. 18 also applies to those of other places —kalic] [XIX b.] does -not 
correspond to the otro, as most expositors think, but is the argumentative 
“as” (see on i. 7), by which the two previous requirements, oupppiytal KATA, 
and oxoreire x.7.4., are established : in measure as ye have us for an example. 
This interpretation (which h Wiesiager and Wciss adopt) is, notwithstand- 
ing the subtle distinction of thought which Hofmann suggests, required 
both by the second person éyere (not &yovor) and by the plural jua¢ (not 
éué). This jude refers not to the apostle alone [XUX ¢.] (so many, and still 
de Wette; but in this case, as before, the singular would have been. used), 
nor yet generally to the apostle and his companions (van Hengel, Baum- 

% garten-Crusius, Lightfoot), especially Timothy (Hofmann), or to all tried 
Christians (Matthies); but to him and those obra (in this manner, imitative - 
of me) repexarotvrac. This view is not at variance with rérov in the singu- 
lar (de Wette); for the several rézo: of indiv iduals are conceived collectively, 
as timo, Comp. 1 Thess,i.7 (Lachmann, Liinemann)! This predicative 
rior, Which is therefore placed before rudc, is emphatic. 

Ver, 18. [XEX d.] Admonitory confirmation of the injunction i in ver. 
17.—repiraretacy| is not to be defined by kaxa¢e (Oecumenius), or longe aliter sp coat 
(Grotius; comp. Syr.); nor is it to be taken as cireuwlantur (comp. 1 Pet. v. ae 
8) (Storr, Heinrichs, Flatt), which is at variance with the context in ver. 

17. Calvin, unnaturally breaking up the plan of the discourse, makes 
the connection: “ ambulant terrena cogitantes”’ (which is prohibited by the 
very article before émiy. épov,), and puts in a parenthesis what. intervenes 
(80 also Erasmus, Schmid, and Wolf); whilst Estius quite arbitrarily over- 

_.. leaps the first relative clause, and takes reper. along with dv rd réAng ni7.A. 

_ Erasmus (see his Annot.) and others, including Rheinwald, van Hengel, 

; Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, and Weiss, consider the discourse as . 

broken off, the introduction of the relative clauses inducing the writer to | ra 
leave out the modal definition of reper. Hofmann transforms the simple 

~Aéyew (comp. Gal. i. 9) into the idea of naming, and. takes rode éy6pobe as its 

object-predicate, in. which ease, however, the mode of the repurareiy would 

not be stated. On the contrary, the construction is a genuine Greek mode 

_ of attraction? so framed, that instead of. saying : many walle as the enemies 

'_ of the eross, this predicative definition of mode is drawn into the relative 

“Clause obg moAAdne x,7.2.8 and assimilated to the relative; comp. Plat. Rep. 
~-p. 402.6, and Stallbaum ia loc. It is therefore to be interpreted : Many, of a vt 
whom I have said that to you often, and now tell you even weeping, walk asthe - , 
realli, ete. The bigee emphatically: corresponding with ie moaAaal (2 
“fies also 2-Thess, fil. 9; comp. “generally, * Heng also the conjecture of dee 
s ‘Bernharily, p: 58 f.; ‘Kiihner, ILD, poiet ~ (Neut,. Stud. p. 21.f), that ols moAAd«ts’, 


*See Wolf, ad Dem. Lept. 15; Pflugk, ‘ad * dmddeva is a supplementar y marginal note iu 


Bur. Hee, 771; Kithner, I. 2, p. 025; Bate iserted iby the apostle, is ater eted: 
we Chae a p 68 = T. i . 
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Cor. viii. 92), refers to the apostle’s presence in Philippi; whether, atan earlier 
date in an epistle (see on iii. 1), he had thus characterized these enemies of 
the cross (Flatt, Ewald), must be left undecided. But it is incorrect to make 
these words include a reference (Matthies) to ver. 2, as in the two passages 
different persons (see below) must be described.—viv dé xai xPaior] dead ti; 
ore éwérecve TO Kakdv, bre dOaxpiur GE of towdvro. . . . abtwe éatl ouumall- 
yrikdc, obt@ gpovriges rdvrav divfgazer, Chrysostom. The deterioration of | 
these men, which had in the meanwhile i increased, now extorts fears from 
the apostle on account of their own ruin and of their ruinous influence. 
—rase éx0p. 7.07. 7. X.] The article denotes the class of men characteris- 
tically. detined. W e must expluin the designation as referring, not to 
enemies of the doctrine of the cross (Theodoret: d¢ ddaoxovrag bre diya rie 
vowukie Twodreiag adivarov cwrypiag teyeiy, SO in substance Luther, Erasmus, 
Estius, Calovius, Cornelius a Lapide, Wolf, and many others; also Hein- 
richs, Rheinwell, Matthies), so that passages such as Gal. v. 11, vi. 12, 
would have to be compared; but, as required by the context which fol- 
lows, to Christians of Epicurean tendencies (év avicee Sante x. rpvak, Chry- 
sostom ; comp. Theophylact and Oecunienius), who, as such, are hostile 
to the fellowship of the cross of Christ (comp. iii. 10), whose maxims of 
life are opposed to the rafjuara rod Xpisrod (2 Cor. 1. 5), so that it is hate- 
ful to them to suffer with Christ (Rom. vii. 17). Comp. ver. 10, also Gal. 
vi. 14. In opposition to the context, Rilliet and Weiss understand xon- 
Christians, who reject Christianity with hostile disdain, because its founder 
was crucified (comp. 1 Cor. i. 18, 23), or because the preaching of the cross 
required the crucifixion of their own lusts (Weiss); Calvin interpreted it: 
generally of hypocritical enemies of the gospel. This misunderstanding 
ought to have been precluded by the very use of the tragic roAAoi, the mel- 
ancholy force of which lies in the very fact that they are Christians, tat 
Christians whose conduct is the deterrent contrast to that which: is re- 
quired in ver. 17.1 We have still to notice that the persons here depicted 
are not the same as those who were deseribed tn ver, 2 (contrary to the usual 
view, which is also followed by Schinz and Hilgenfeld); for those were 
teachers, while these roddoi are Christians gencrally. The former might 
indeed be characterized as éyOpoi 7. cravpod 7. X., according to Gal. vi. 12, 
but their Judaistic standpoint does not correspond to the Epicureanism 
which is affirmed of the latter in the words dv 6 Osi¢ 4 Koja, ver. 19. 
Hoelemann, de Wette, Liinemann, Wiesinger, Schenkel, and Hofmann 
have justly pronounced against the identity of the two; Weiss, however, 
following out his wrong interpretation of xéve¢ in ver. 2 (of the heathen), 
maintains the identity to a certain extent by assuming that the conduct 
of those xbvec is here described; while Baur makes use of the passage to 
deny freshness, naturalness, and objectivity to the polemic attack here 

made on the false teachers. 

Ver. 19. A more precise deterrent delineation of eh ese persons, having 
the most deterrent element put foremost, and then those points by which it. 


1 See, besides, in opposition to Weiss, Huther in the Mecklenb. Zeitschr. 1862, p. 630 ff. 
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was brought about.—dav 1d 5 rBhog. aoa sa) By. ‘ied is meant Messianic perdi- 
tion, eternal condemnation (comp. i. 28), which is the ultimate destiny ap- 
pointed (76) for them (rédog is not: recompense, see Rom. vi. 21; 2 Cor, xi. 


15; Heb. vi. 8)... For corresponding Rabbinical passages, see Wetstein 


and Schoettgen, Hor. p. 801.—dy 6 O8ic 7 Kocaia] Aarpebovor yap. oc Oe tabry 
kai racay Osparsiay mpoodyovat, ‘Theophylact. Comp. Rom. xvi: 18;. Eur. 
Cyel. 384 f.; Senec. de benef. vii. 26; and the maxim of those whose highest 
good is eating and drinking, 1 Cor. xv. 82. It is the yaorpyvapyia (Plat. 
Phaed. p. 81 E; Lucian, hiner: A2) in its godless nature.—xal.7 défa ard] 
also dependent on év: and whose honor is in their shame, that is, who find 


their honor in that which redounds to their shame, as for instance, in 


revelling, haughty behavior, and the like, in which the immoral man is 


fond of making a show. 4 déza is subjective, viewed from the opinion 


of those men, and rf aicyivy is objective, viewed according to the reality of 
the ethical relation? On elvae év, versari in, to be found in, to be contained 


‘in something, comp. Plat. Gorg. p. 470 EB: év rotro 4 rica eidaiuovia tariv, 
‘Bur. Phoen. 1810: ob év aioyivy ra ca. The view, foreign to the context, 


which refers. the words to circumcision, making aicy, signify the genitals 
(Sehol. Ar. qu. 864; Ambrosiaster; Hilary; Pelagius; Augustine, de verb. 


apost. xv.5; Bengel; Michaelis ; Stor ais already rejected by Chrysostom and 


his successors.—ol, 7a éviyeca gpovorrree] [XIX e.] who bear the earthly (that 
which is on the earth; the opposite in ver. 20) in their mind (as the goal 


of their interest and effort)... Comp. Col. iii. 2. Thus Panl closes his 
delineation with a summary designation of their fundamental immoral 
-- tendency, and he puts this, not in the genitive (uniformly with the oy), but 


more independently and emphatically in the nominative, having in view the 


: logical subject of what precedes (comp. on i. 80), and that with the individu- 


alizing (ii, gui) article of apposition.® 


Ver. 20. After Paul has, by way of confirmation and warning, subjoined: 


to his exhort ation given in-ver, 17 the deterrent example of the enemies 
of the cross of Christ.in ver. 18 f., he now sketches by the side of that 


deterrent delineation—in outlines fow, but how clear!—the inviting picture 


the words of 74 éxiyeia dpovebyrec } for it-is the direct opposite of ours; our 


of thase whom, in ver. 17, he had proposed as réio¢—yép] [XIX f.] The 
train of thought runs thus: “Justly [ characterize their whole nature by 


nodirenua, the goal of our aspiration, is not on earth, but in heaven.”  ydp 


therefore introduces a confirmatory reason, but not for his having said that 
the earthly mind of the 70401 necessarily involves such a walk (Hofmann); 


~ for he has not said this, and what follows would not be. a proof of it. The. 


apostle gives, rather, an experimental proof e contrario, and that, for what 


* iemediately precedes, not for the remote dy rd réo¢ améAcca We e188), Jud’ 


iThey. were ‘potatoSafpoves (Eupolis- in per Oar kad? DrrepBorgy, émt. rovros ws KaAdols 
“Athen. Hl. ps 100 B), ras ths “yaotpas “ySovds wepyverOar Kot weyadavyety, and also Plat, 


tBdyevor | wérpov . ebSarzovias (Lucian, ‘Pate Thenet. p. 16D; dyddAdovras yap TB ovetder, 





»< &Gomp. Polyb. xv, 23,5: é” ols é xpi aiaxs ; ae 


ene. 10); TR yaorpi perpotyres Kal sols: aioxic: 


“ $Comp. Winer, p.172 [E.'T.193]; Buttmann, 
tous Thy eddaimoviay (Dem. 624, 24.) ~ 


seat: Gr. p. 69 IE T 70) 
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emphatically placed first; contrast of the persons. These jueic, however, 
are the same as the jude in ver. 17, consequently Paul himself and the 
obra mepizarowvreg.—ra rodirevua] the commonwealth, which may bear the 


‘sense either of: the state ;! or the stute-administration ;? or its principles 3? or 


the stute-constitution* Here, in the first sense: our commonwealth, that is, 
the state to which we belong, is da heaven: By this is meant the Messiah's 
kingdom which had not yet appeared, which will only at Christ’s Parousia 


(comp. é& ob «7.4. which follows) come down from heaven and manifest 


itself in its glory on earth. It is the state of the & eavenly Jerusalem (see on 
Gal. iv. 26; comp. Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 190; Ritschl, althuth. Kirche, p. 59.), 


of which true Christians are citizens (Eph. ii. 19) even now before the 
Parousia ins a proleptic and ideal sense (ix’ éhride rig SéEye, Rom. v.23. 


comp. vill. 24), in order that one day, at the éxwdrea ric Tapovoiac TOD KYpiow 
(2 Thess. ii. 8), they may be so in complete reality (comp. Heb. xii. 22 f,, 
xiii. 14), as xowwrol tie peddobane dxonaninreatue déEyc (1 Pet.v.1; Col, iti: 4); 
Nay, as owiPaoretovree (2 Tim. ii. 12; comp. Rom. viii 17; 1 Cor. iv, 8). 
Hence, according to the necessary psychological relation, “where your 
treasure is, there will your heart be also” (Matt. vi. 21), they dpovtem, not 
Ta ériyea, ut ré ave (Col. iii. 1 £), which serves to explain the logical cor- 


rectness of the ydp in its relation to oi ra éxiy. gpov. Others, following the ~ 


Vulgate (conversutio), render it: our walk, making the sense, “ tota 
vila nostra quasi jam nune apud Deum naturasque coelestes puriores 
versatur, longe remota a roig éxryeiore eorumque captatione” (Hoelemann). 
So Luther (who up till 1528 rendered it “ citizenship ”), Castalio, Erasmus, 
Calvin, Grotius, and many others, including Matthies, van Hengel, de 
Wette; while Rheinwald mixes up interpretations of various kinds, This 
rendering is not justified by linguistic usage, which indeed vouches for 
modtrevectuc (1.27) in this sense, and for rodreia (Clem. Cor. 1.54: rodurebecbur 
modireiav Beot, Ep, ad Diogn. 5), but not for xoAérewc, not even in. Kus. H. 
4. v. prooem. Nor does linguistic usage even permit the interpretation : 
eiizenship. So Luther, in the Postil. Epist. D. 8, post f. pasch,: “Were on 
earth we are in fact not citizens. ..+ our citizenship is with Christ in 
heaven ..., there we are to remain for ever citizens and lords ;” comp. 
Beza, Balduin, Erasmus Schmid, Zachariae, Flatt, Wiesinger, Ewald, 
Weiss, and others. This would be rodreia® Theophylact's explanation, 
tiv warpida (which is used also for heaven by Anaxagoras in Diog. L. ii. 7), 
must be referred to the correct rendering state (comp. Hammond, Clericus, 
and others®), while Chrysostom gives no decided opinion, but Theodoret 
(rdv obpavdy davravéueba) and Oecumenius (szparevdueha) appear to follow the 
rendering conversatio.—zé ob rai «.7.4,] And what a happy change is before 


12 Mace, xii. 7; Polyb. 1. 1B. 12, ii 41.6; v. 9.9, iv. 25. 7; see generally. Raphel, Polyd. 
Lucian, Prom. 15; Philo, de opif.p.38 A, de — inloc.; Schweigh, Ler. Palyb. p, 486; Schoe- 


Jas.-p. 586 D, mann, ad Plat Cleom. p. 208, 
2Plat. Legg. 12, p.945 D; Aristot. Pol, ili. 4 : 5 Acts: xxii. 28; Thue. vi. 104.3; Dem. 161 
Polyh, iv, 23.9; Lucian, Dem: ene. 16. 11; Polyb. vi. 2.12; 3 Mace. iii, 91. 
3 Dem. 107. 25, 262, 27; Isocr. p. 186 A. 6 The Gothie Version has: “unsara bdudins” 


*Plut.. Them, 4; Arist. Pol. iii, 4.1; Polyb, (that is, building, divelling). 
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“us, in consequence of our ‘thus ‘loadin to ihe heavenly state! From the 
heaven (scil: #ovra, comp. 1 Thess. i i. 10) we expect, etc. The neuter od, 


which is certainly to be taken in a strictly locul sense (in opposition. to 
Galovius), is not to. be referred to rodir. (Wolf, Schoettgen, Bengel, 
Hofmann); but is correctly rendered by the Vulgate: “unde.” Comp. 
on é ob, Col, ii. 19, and Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. i, 2.20: huépac rpeic, bv. 
g.—kai, also, denotes the relation, corresponding g to the foregoing (namely, 


- that our roAireoua is to be found in heaven), not a second one to be added 


(Hofmann) —owrtipal [XTX g.] placed first with great emphasis, and that not 


ag the accusative of the object (Hofmann), but—hence without the article— 
as predicative accusative: as Suviour, namely, from all the sufferings and 


conflicts involved in our fellowship with the cross ‘of Christ (ver. 18), not 
from. the adie (Weiss), which, indeed, the juzig have not at all to fear. 
comp, on the subject-matter, Luke xviii. 7 f, xxi. 28; Tit. 11.18; 2 Tim. 
iv. 18.—dmendey.] comp. 1 Cor. i. 7; Tit. ii. 13. As to the sienification of 
the word : perseveranter expecture, see on Rom. vill. 19; Gal. v. 5. 
Ver. 21.. As a special feature of the Lord’s saving activity at His 


-Parousia, Paul mentions the bodily transfiguration of the jueic, in significant 


relation to what was said in ver. 19 of the enemies of the cross. The latter 
now lead an Epicurean life, whilst the queic are in a condition of bodily 


“humiliation through affliction and. persecution. But. at the Parousia— 
what a change in the state of things! what a glorification of these bodies | 


now so borne down !—veracynpar.] shall transform. What is meant is the . 


 @MAdaoay of the body (1 Cor. xv. 51 £) at the Parousia, which in this. 
passage, just asin 1 Cor. xv, 52, Paul assumes that the que will live to see. 
[XIX A] To understand it at the same time of the resurrection of the 
~ dead .(so:most expositors, including de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss), is inap- 


propriate both to detdexduela and. to the definition of the quality of the 
body to be remodelled : rie rare qnéy, both these expressions being used 
under the conviction of being still alive in the present state when the 
change occurs. Moreover, the resurrection is something more’ than a 


- petacxnparine; it is also an investiture with a new body. out of the germ 
~ of the old (Cor. xv. 3-35, 42—L—rj¢ rarewde. dr] PXIX 4.] Genitive 
of the subject. Instead of s say ing quov merely (our body), he expresses it 
with more specific definition: the body of our humiliation, that is, the 


body which és the vehicle of the state of our humiliation, namely, through 
the privations, persecutions, and afflictions which affect the body and are 


_ exhibited in it, thereby reducing us into our present oppressed and lowly 


J TAs. to-the nature: of this transformation, ly human, but will also belong to the identity 


. 8ee1 Cor, xv.53. The older dogmatic exe- of the persons. See 1 Cor. xv. 35 {£ Conip. 


getes maintained in it. the identity of sub- . Ernesti, Urapr. d. Stinde, I. p. 127 f.-: More’ 


stance. Caloving :* Ile Berac xara Rds non © precise definitions, such as those. in De- 


subsiantialem muntationem, sed aceidentalem, 


Htzseh’s Psychol, p. 469-46, lose themselves in 
non. ratione quidditatis corporis nostri, sed- 


the misty region of hypothesis: ‘The inap- 
_Fatione quatitatum salva Seen importat. Peta propriateness of the expression employed in 
This is correct only so fav.as the futrire body, ©. the Confession :. Resurrection of the Aesh, has 
although an organism without oépé and: alpa,. 


o been rightly pointed out by Luther in ae 
i Cor. a 50, will not my be nes specitioal-, Larger Catechism, P. BOL... 
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position; moda méoyer viv Td c&pa, deoueirar, paorifera, wupia wdeyer deed, 
Chrysostom. This definite reference of t. raz. qu. is required by the context 
through the contrast of the queie to the éy@povde rot cravpov 7. X., 80 that the 
sufferings which are meant by the cross of Christ constitute the rareinwo 
of the jusig (comp. Acts vill. 83); in which case there is no ground for our 
taking rareivecic, contrary to Greek usage (Plat. Leggy. vii. p. $15 A; Polyb, 
ix. 33.10; Jas. i. 10), as equivalent to rarewérye, lowliness, as in Luke i. 48 
(Hofmann). On this account, and also because yuév applies to subjects 
distincily defined in comformity with the context, it was incorrect to explain 
tarewy. generally of the constitution of our life (Hofmann), of weakness and 
frailty (Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, and many others; including 
Rheinwald, Matthies, Hoelemann, Schrader, Rilliet, Wiesinger, Weiss) ; 
comparison being made with such passages as Col. i. 22; Rom. vii. 24; 1 
Cor. xv. 44. The contrast lies in the states, namely, of humiliation on the 
one hand and of défa on the other; hence judy and airov are neither to be 
joined with ciza (in opposition of Hoelemann), nor with r. céza 7. raz. and 
t. 0. the ddfn¢ as ideas forming an unity (Hofmann), which Paul would 
necessarily have marked by separating the genitives in. position (Winer, 
p. 180 [E. T. 192)]).—cinpyoppov] Result of the veracyyz., so that the reading 
elg 76 yevéoa aird is a correct gloss. The thing itself forms a part of the 
ouvdosatectar, Rom. viii. 17. Comp. also 1 Cor. xv. 48 f.; Rom. vill. 202— 
rH 66E. abzow] to be explained like rie raz. gu. : in which His heavenly glory 
is shown forth. Comp. éyelperae év défy, 1 Cor. xv. 44.—nard tr. évépy. era] 
removes every doubt as to the possibility ; according to the working of His 
being able (comp. Eph. i. 19) also to subdue all things unto Himself; that is, 
in consequence of the energetic efficucy which belongs to His power of also 
subduing all things to Himself. Comp. xara r. ivépy. tie devant. avrov, Eph, 
iii. 7, also Eph. i. 19; as to the subject-matter, comp. 1 Cor. xv. 25.£; as 
to the expression with the genitive of the infinitive, Onosand, I. p. 12: 4 rot 
Shvachas rovety éFovola.—xai | adds the general element brordfa: atta ra m. to 
the weracynuar. «7.4.3 Bengel aptly says: “non modo comforme facere 
corpus nostrum suo.”—ra wdvra] all things collectively, is not to be limited ; 
nothing can. Withstand His power; a statement which to. the Christian 
consciousness refers, as a matter of course, to created things and powers, 
not to God also, from whom Christ has received that power (Matt. xxviii. 
°18; 1 Cor. xv. 27), and to whom He will ultimately deliver up again the 
dominion (1 Cor. xv. 24, 28). Chrysostom and Theophylact have already 
with reason noticed the argumentum a majort ad minus. 


1See on Matt. xii, 13 and 1 Cor. i. 8; Fritz- 3Hoelemann takes cai as and,so that the. 
sche, Diss. II. in 2 Cor. p.159; Litbeker, gram- — sense would be, “that Christ can do all things, 
mat, Stud.p. 33 f and subdues all things to Himself,” The very 


2We may add Theodoret’s appropriate te- _ aoristiwordgarshould have withheld him from 
mark: ob card riv wocdéryra ris Sdéns, dAdka © making this heterogeneous combination, as 
Kara Thy woLéryTa. ' it betrays itself to be dependent on dvvacdat. 
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“us, In consequence of our oon paloneing to ihe heavenly state ! 1 From the 
- heaven (scil. #fovra, comp. 1 Thess. i. 10) we expect, etc. The neuter oi, 
“which is certainly to be taken in a strictly local sense (in opposition to 
 Calovius), is not to be referred to xodir, (Wolf, Schoetigen, Bengel, 
Hofmann); but is correctly rendered by the Vulge ate: “unde.” Comp. 


on é¢ ot, Col. ii. 19, and Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 20: dudpag rpeic, bv 


g@—kxal, also, denotes the relation corresponding to the e foregoing (namely, 
that our zodirewua is to be found in. heaven), not a second one to be added 
(Hofmann).—curjpa] [XTX g.] placed first with great emphasis, and that not 
as the accusative of the object (Hofmann), but—hence without the article— 
ag predicative accusative: as Saviour, namely, from all the sufferings and 
“conflicts involved in our fellowship with the cross ‘of Christ (ver. 18), not 
from the axéseca (Weiss), which, indeed, the quer have not at all to fear, 
Jomp. on the subject-matter, ney xviii 7 f, xxi-28; Tit. ii. 13; 2 Tim. 
iv. 18.—darexdey.] comp. 1 Cor. 1.7; Tit. i, 18. As to the signification of 
the word » perseveranter Stee — on Rom. viii. 19; Gal. v.5. . 
Ver. 21.. As a special feature, of the Lord’s saving activity at His 
Parousia, Paul mentions the bodily transfiguration of the queic, in significant 
relation to what was said in ver. 19 of the enemies of the cross, The latter 
~ now lead: an Epicurean life, whilst the que are in a condition of bodily 
humiliation through affliction and persecution. But. at the Parousia— 


what a change in the state of things! what a glorification of these bodies: 


now so borne down !—neracyypar.] shall transform.’ What is meant is the 
dAdooew of the body (1 Cor. xv. 51 f) at the Parousia, which in this 
“passage, Just as in 1 Cor. xv. 52, Paul assumes that the queie will live to see. 
- “XIX h.] To understand it at the same time of the resurrection of the 

_ dead (go most: expositors, including de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss), is inap- 






propriate both to dmecdexduela and to the definition of the quality of the. 


body to be remodelled : rie rare quay, both these expressions being used 
under the conviction of being still alive in the present state when the 
change occurs. Moreover, the resurrection is something more than a 
 psracyyuarioe; it is also an investiture with a new body out of the germ 
of the old (1 Cor, xv. 85-38, 42-44.—rjj¢ tarewéa, quar] EXIX 7] Genitive 
of the subject. Instead of saying yuéy merely (eur body), he expresses it 
with more specific definition: the body of our humiliation, that is, the 
body which is the vehicle of the state of our humiliation, namely, hieouall 
the privations, persecutions, and afflictions which affect. the body and are 
exhibited 1 in it, pee reducing us into our present oppressed and lowly 


VAs to the inttire of this transformation, | ly aeman, but will er belong to the identity 


see Ll Core xv. 63. The older dogmatic exe-| of the persons. See 1 Cor. xy. 36 tf Comp. - 


getes maintained in it the identity of sub-.-Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, I. p. 197 £ More 
stance. Calovius: “Ile HeTacxXnworiopos NON”. precise defi nitions, such ag those in De- 
substantialem nintationem,. sed aceidentalem, » litasch’s ‘Psychol. p, 459 ff. lose themselves in 


non .ratione - guidditatis corporis: nostri, sed. the misty region of hypothesis, The inap- | 


ratione qualitatum. salva quidditate importat." i propriateness of the expression employed in 
This is correct only so far'as the future body, the Confession: Resurrection of the flesh, has 


’ although an organism without odpg andalue, been tightly pointed -out by Luther in. the® 


7 Cor. xv..60, will not only be again specifical- ‘ Larger. Catechism, p., 0. 


Par 
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“position; woxAd wdoyer vow 7rd cua, deoueirar, paorilerar, pupla wadoyer dewd, 
Chrysostom. This definite reference of 1. raz. qu. is required by the context 


through the contrast of the jusie to the éyPpob¢ rod cravpod 7. X., 0 that the 
sufferings which are meant by the cross of Christ constitute the rareivworg 
of the gueig (comp. Acts vill. 88); in which case there is no ground for our 
taking rumeiveot, contrary to Greek usage (Plat. Legg. vii. p. 815 A; Polyb. 
ix..38. 10; Jas. i. 10), as equivalent to rameedryc, dowliness, as in uke i. 48 
(Hofmann). On this account, and also because jay applies to subjects 
distinelly defined in comformity with the context, it was incorrect to explain 
rarew, generally of the constitution of our life (Hofmann), of weakness and 
frailty (Luther, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, and many others; including 
Rheinwald, Matthies, Hoelemann, Schrader, Rilliet, Wiesinger, Weiss) ; 
comparison being made with such passages as Col. i. 22; Rom, vii. 24; 1 
Cor, xv. 44. The contrast lies in the states, namely, of humiliation on the 
one hand and of 6éZa on the other; hence 7dr and aro are neither to be 
joined with cava (Gin opposition of Hoelemann), nor with 1. cGua 7. rar, and 
tT. o. THe Séeye as ideas forming an unity (Hofmann), which Paul would 
necessarily have marked by separating the genitives in position (Winer, 
p. 180 TE. T. 102). —aijutopoorv] Result of the weracyyy., 80 that the reading 
ele To yeviotae abrd is a correct gloss! The thing itself forms a part of the 
omdosdteota, Rom, vill, 17. Comp. also 1 Cor. xv. 48 £3 Rom, viii, 292— 
The dd, abroad} to be explained like re ram. ju.: in which Wis heavenly glory 
is shown forth, Comip. éyeiperae dv d6fy, 1 Cor, xv. &b-—~nara vr. évipy. er.) 
removes every doabt as to the possibility ; according to the working of His 
being able (comp. HEph. i. 19) also to subdue all things unto Timsely’; that. is, 
in consequence of the energetic efficacy which belongs to His power of also 
subduing all things to Himself. Comp. xara rt. évépy. rig. Suvéu, abot, Eph. 
iii. 7, also Eph. 1.19; as to the subject-matter, comp. 1 Cor. xy. 25£; as 
to the expression with the genitive of the infinitive, Onosand, Lp. 12+ ) rob 
Sivas wowely éovoia.—kai | adds the general element brordsae aire ra mw. to 
the peranyyuar. ra Bengel aptly says: “non modo comforme facere 
corpus nostrum suo."—ra mévral all things collectively, is not to be limited ; 
nothing can withstand His power; a statement which to the Christian 
consciousness refers, as a matter of course, to created things and powers, 
not to God also, from whom Christ has received that power (Matt, xxviii. 
"18; 1 Cor, xy. 27), and to whom He will ultimately deliver up again the 
dominion (1 Cor. xv. 24, 28). Chrysostom and Theophylact have already 
with reason noticed the argumentum @ majort ad minus. 


3 See on Matt. xii. 13 and 1 Cor. i, 8; Fritz- 
sche, Diss. LL. in2 Cor. p. By Litbeker, gram- 
mat, Stud p33 f 

2We may add ‘Theodoret’s appropriate re- 
mark: ob kara Thy moosryta ans Sdfys, dAAa 


KATA THY TOLOTHT OH. 





3 Hoelemann takes xai as and, so that the 
sense would be, “ that Christ ean do all things, 
and subdues all things to Himself." The very 
aoristimordgat should have withheld him from 
making this heterogeneous combination, as 
it betrays itself to be dependent on Svvacdat. 
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Nores By AMERICAN EpDITorR. 
XY. Ver. 1. 


~ (a) ri Aacréy evidently indicates that. the writer’s intention was to close his 

-epistle shortly, but it is not necessary to infer from this fact, that. yaipeTe means 
farewell, as some hold. The addition of é» xupie and the corresponding phrase in 

iv. 4-make it more probable that it means rejoice (so R. V.)—(b) ta abra K7.A— 

The things referred to in these words must be things which the Apostle had 

already written to the Philippians (ypdgev); they must have such an exact 

correspondence with what he had written, as to allow of the application of 7a 

irda to them; and they must be of such a character that he could use respecting 
‘the renewed mention of them the expressions “to me, not irksome,” “for you, safe.” 

The last of these points is fatal to the view that they refer to the exhortation to 

Christian joy. Neither of the two adjectives would be expected with such a. 
reference. The first point is exclusive of the idea that he is repeating what he’ 
had said to the church when personally present with them. As Meyer remarks, 

had this been his idea, he must, at least, have placed a cai before ypdpecvy, We 

are compelled, therefore, either to suppose, that he is speaking of some prey- 
‘fous letter to the Philippians (so Meyer), or of something in this letter which can 
appropriately suggest the words oxvypdv and acgazé¢. . In either case, the reference 

must Le to.some evil connected with the life of the Church. Meyer holds that 
this evil is indicated in what follows—ver. 2, or vv 2,3, or vv. 2 ff Lightf 
» holds that it is the dissensions alluded to in ii. 1 ff, which related to social rather 

than doctrinal. questions. The former view is favored by the fact that vv. 2 if 
-inmediately follow these words, and might, thus, naturally be explanatory of 
them. The latter, by the fact that there seems to be no satisfactory evidence 
that the Judaizing party had been active in Philippi. Indeed, if they had been 
thus active, so that he was obliged to give a renewed and repeated warning 
_ against them, it is improbable that he would have passed over the subject with. 

60 brief an allusion to it. On the whole, it must be regarded as doubtful whether 
this passage proves the existence of an earlier letter. 


XVI. Vv. 2ff 


(a) The persons alluded to in ver. 2 ens: ver, 3) are of the Judaizing faction. 
This is evident from the word serarou#, as contrasted with tepirouh of ver. 8,—see, 
also, Gal. v.12; Gal. vi. 12-14; Rom. ii. 28, 29,—and from the words Tove Kaxovg¢ 
épydrac, which, in connection saith 2.Cor. xi. 18, can hardly refer to any other 
class. As two of the three descriptive phrases have this reference, the third must, 
undoubtedly, have the same.—(b) With respect to the question whether these per- 

_ Sons are the only ones alluded to in the chapter, the words of ver. 19 seem to be 
~ decisive. The descriptive phrases, whose god is the belly, and whose glory is in their 
shame, point rather to persons of Gentile than Jewish origin, | 

(¢) The progress of thought, however, i is- such that the passing from the refer- 

.enee to the one party to the mention of the other is not strongly marked, or ab- 

rapt, Vy, 12-14 belong, in a sense, to both sections of the chapter, and form. the « 

Sean from the one. to the oiler, The following point in the Sovclenent, 
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may be noticed:—(1) There is evidently a very close connection between ver. 3 
and yer. 4 through the words “confidence in the flesh,” common to both. (2) The 
suggestion of this as belonging to the Judaizing party leads to a presentation of 
the emphatic contrast between righteousness by faith and by the law, and of the 
blessed result to be attained through the former. So far we have the direct: refer- 
ence to the Judaizers, first introduced in ver.2. (3) In immediate union with the 
allusion to the result, the Apostle adds some words, ver. 12 ff., for the purpose of 
guarding himself against a misapprehension as to what he claimed to have already 
attained—a misapprehension which, he feared, might arise in view of the self-_ 
commendatory expressions of vv. 4ff. (4) These verses (12 ff), at the same time, 
become, and are intended to become, through their setting forth of his determina- 


‘tion to press forward to the attainment of what lies yet before him, preparatory to, 


and a foundation for, the exhortation of ver. 17, to imitate him. (5) This ex- 
hortation is then given, but it is urged upon the readers in view of a new and addi- 
tional reason (ver. 18), namely, the fact that “many walk,” ete. The warning 
against the one class (ver. 2), which is designed to. lead them to an imitation of 
himself, passes over thus, naturally and easily, to the call to such imitation of him- 
self in contrast with the course and actions of another class. 

(dq) In the earlier part of this section the Epistle draws near in its thought to 
Gal. and 2 Cor. It is evident, however, that the Apostle neither has it in mind 
to enter upon a doctrinal discussion, as in the former of those epistles, nor makes 
allusion to his claims as a Jew in the same way and for the same purpose as in 
the latter. In 2 Cor, xi. he plunges earnestly into conflict with the Judaizing 
teachers who bitterly opposed him, and sets forth his superiority to them even in 
the region of their own self-glorying. It is a personal controversy. Here, on the 
other hand, his mind is looking forward, from the beginning, to the exhortations 
of vy.15, 17. He has everything—every ground of confidence in the flesh—which 
any of the Judaizers have, but he has counted these as nothing and sought a het- 
ter course, and he would have the Philippians think with him and follow him. 


The peculiar personal element of 2 Cor. is thus wanting, and the passage is free 


from the vehemence and irony belonging to the similar verses in that epistle-— 
(e) The friendly and loving character of the letter accordingly does not disappear, 
even in this section which introduces the adversaries. Here, as elsewhere, he tries 
to bring the readers into a union with himself in Christian living; and, to the end 
of accomplishing this, he sets before them his own example. His example, more- 
over, is presented in a loving and Christian way—with a.presentation of what he 
had given up for faith and Christ, and yet a renouncing of all claims to an at- 
tained perfection—(f) The prominence in his mind of the exhortation, as com- 
pared with the mere opposition to the Judaizers, accounts for the fact. that he 
passes beyond the statement of what he had done (ver. 7) to a setting forth of the 
great thought and endeavor of his Christian life (vv. 8-11). 


XVII. Vv. 4-11. 


With reference to individual words and phrases in this passage, the following 
points may he noticed: (a) That véuoc, as here used (ver. 6), means not law, but 
the (Mosaic) law, is indicated (1) by the fact that the persons with whom the 
Apostle is contrasting himself are Judaizers; (2) by. the allusions to circumcision, 
concision, confidence in the flesh, etc.; (8) by the fact that in all the words con- 
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nected with vouov of yer, 5 there ig an immediate and direct reference to the Jew- 
ish race and ideas; (4) by the correspondence of the phrase duimocivyy ix véduov 
with similar phrases in Gal. and Rom., where the Mosaic law is referred to (e.g. 
Gal. iii. 11,12); (6) by the fact. that what Paul had so fully devoted himself to as 
to become blameless in it, and what he had abandoned for the righteousness of 


faith, was the righteousness of the Mosaic system.—()) dueumrog is determined in 


its meaning by the character of the sentence in which it stands. In all the phrases 
the Apostle is, evidently, speaking of himself from the Jewish standpoint. He was 
blameless as viewed from the same standpoint, i.e, in the more external sense, and 
according to the ordinary manner of human judging.—(v) 444d of ver. 7 (which is 


read by W.and H., and placed in brackets by Lachm., but omitted by Tisch. 8), 


presents this verse in a direct contrast to the preceding ; aAad of ver. 8, on the 
other hand, is that which affirms even more than the preceding statement has 
contained,’ \ 

(d) Meyer justly holds that révra is not limited in its reference to raira of ver. 
‘The contrast in the tenses in #yyuae and yyotua, however, can hardly be with- 
out emphasis, and the former must, therefore, have an especial, though not, in- 
deed, an exclusive, reference to the period of his conversion, Beyond the estimate 
which he then put upon what had been gain to him, and which he has ‘continued 
to put upon it until the present, the permanent state of lis mind as a Christian is 
to place a similar estimate on all things, because he has come to see the surpass- 
ingness of the knowledge of that Divine Iriend for whose sake be gave up all that 
he had before. 7a wdvra is to be referred, with Meyer, to the things mentioned in 
vv. 5-7.. If we make wivra equivalent to raira, and ra rdrra universal, or if we 
make the sole difference between ver, 7 and ver. 8 to lie in tabra—mivra, anil not 
‘at all in the different tenses of the verb, we lose the force and progress of the 
thought.—(e) A large portion of the recent commentators agree with Meyer that 
_ the words cal jyotpar oxbBada are to be taken as dependent on de av, The sentence 
~ becomes less cumbersome and repetitious, if they are connected with the preceding 
cab qyotpar—“I count all things as loss on account of the excellency of the 
knowledge of Christ Jesus, my Lord, for whom, ete.; and I count them as refuse 
“(worthless and not worthy of a thought) in order that I may gain Him and*be 
found in Him.” (Comp. Weiss, Farrar, W. and H. appy.).—(/) eipedé is, proba- 


bly, explained correctly by Meyer as not limited to the time of the final judgment, 


because the result at the end seems to be first spoken of in ver. 11—(y) Meyer's 
view of étl ri miore:, on the other hand, is improbable. The reader could not be 
expected readily to join these words with a participle which was merely implied in 
one so remote as je) Exov—a repeated éyov would be almost necessary to make the 
connection clear to him.’ Moreover, while, if the words are united with Thy bt 
_ Seobd dex, the doubling of the phrase which describes the righteousness is ater the 
manner of Paul, such a sentence as “having on the ground of fuith the righteous- 
ness: through faith” is harsh and ‘unnatural —(h) Tov yards aiTdéy (ver, 10) is 
taken up again from t7¢° yraseug of ver. 8, but is now set forth, in two of its most 
“important aspects (kai, as in. Gal. iv. 2, being explanatory rather than strictly 
additional) as the end in view of elpe0d «7.4. The selection of these two, rather 
than others, was probably due to the present experience and hopes of the Apostle, 


which are brought before us in the Epistle. His experience of affliction and im-. 
prisonment. suggested the fellowship of Christ’s sufferings; his confident hope of the 
fate in case the i ® Imprisofiment sped serminate 1 in his death, carried his thought . 
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to the power of Christ’s resurrection. In the words svuyopd. r. av. air. may, per- 
haps, be found a combining of the two ideas of Rom. vi. 5 and 2 Cor. iy. 10, and 
there is, probably, some suggestion in them of the present dangers. 


() The resurrection to which Paul desires to attain is so plainly the rising of. 


the followers of Christ to the perfected lite of the future,—as indicated. by the 
whole context,—that the readers could haye had no doubt respecting the meaning. 
The element of doubt or uncertainty suggested by tog cannot, therefore, be re- 
garded as showing that there is no resurrection:of others than Christ's followers. 


Nor can this verse, in any view of it, be made to contradict the statement of Acts | 


xxiv. 15, where Paul declares the resurrection of the wicked as well as the right- 
eous. In the epistles he makes no such general statement, and no distinct declara- 
tion that the unrighteous will be raised from the dead, except in 1 Cor. xv., and 
possibly not even in that passage. But this may be accounted for by the fact that 
his allusions to the subject of the resurrection occur, ordinarily, in an incidental 
way, and in the course of expressions respecting the Christian life and hopes. - 


XVII. Vy. 12-16. 


(a). The emphasis and fullness with which the Apostle sets forth, in opposition 
to any wrong inference which might be drawn from vv. 4 ff, the fact that he 
dees not claim to have obtained perfection, but that, on the other hand, he is 
ever pressing forward earnestly to attain it, is satisfactorily explained as we see 
in these verses a transitional passage, looking forward, also, to the following 


eontext.—(6) The change of ténses from ¢Aafov to reTeAciayuu is generally regarded - 


by comin. as of no special significance, or it is explained, as by Winer (Gram. 1. 'T, 


p. 276)—the former denoting merely the attaining of the goal as an honorable | 


achievement, the latter denoting its consequenees; or as by Meyer—the latter 


expressing without a figure that which had been figuratively denoted by the 


former, Lightf, on the contrary, regards the former verb as referring to. the 
time of Paul’s conversion and the Jatter as describing his present state. The 
repeated oy may be urged as an objection to this view, but it is not a de- 
cisive one, The adverb means already; that is, it covers what is before 
and up to the present. The former of the two verbs may single out a par- 
ticular time within this period, and the latter extend over the whole:—In 
what I have said, [ do not maintain that the thing is already accomplished, 
either by a receiving of the prize at once, at the moment of my entrance 
upon the new course, or by a progress which, beginning then, has now reached 
ity end, This seems to be the most satisfactory explanation—(c) The object 
of éaafov is, probably, 7d Bpapeiov. He has not obtained this as yet, but he 


“presses on towards the goal to obtain it—(d) As dudxw of ver, 14 is used abso- 


lutely, without an objective word, it is better to take it in the same way in ver. 12, 
than to hold that it governs a pronoun referring to Td Spafeior, as Meyer does. 

(e) Meyer admits that the more common explanation of é¢’ @, as meaning for 
whieh ov on whieh behalf, is linguistically simple and correct. He objects to it only 
on the ground that it assigns the conversion of Paul, not to the general object 
which it had (Gal. 1.16: “that I might preach Him among the Gentiles”), but 
toa personal object. This objection, however, has little weight, for (1) itis evi- 


dent that his conversion had a personal, as well as a general, object; (2) this being . 


so, he might naturally, on one occasion, make special allusion to the former, and, 
on another, to the latter; (8) the context here deals altogether with what is per- 
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sonal to himself, RV. placés that for suhigh 4 in the text, and gives Meyer's render- 
ing in the margin. This course, adopted by the Revisers, recognizes, in the best 
manner, both the possibilities and the probabilities of the case—(f) The turn of 
the thought towards the following context is found in the adeAgot of ver, 18, and 
in the emphasis on éy@ éuavrdu, . By the repetition of what he had already stated 
with sufficient detiniteness, and by ealling the attention of the readers to himself 


as an example, he shows that he is preparing for a new exhortation. —(y) Meyer 


holds that Aoyoua is to be supplied with é dé. But, as what follows is uot, like 
what precedes, a matter of thinking, but of doing, it is better, with Winer, Butt, 
and most. comm., to supply 01@.—(h) ri¢ avo KAjoews. The simplest explanation 
of these words, grammatically, is as a gen. possess. The prize appertains to the call- 
ing in the sense that it is offered when the call comes, and secured when the final 
“yesult of the call is reached. As KAjowe everywhere appears to mean (as Mey er 
also says), the act of calling on God's part, avo is best taken as equivalent, to éou- 
pavtoc ;—it is heavenly, as it comes from God. But, as it offers the prize which it 
has in its possession, it summons the man, of course, to press onwe ard earnestly 
towards the heavenly life. This heavenly life, viewed in its blessedness and as ¢ 
reward, is the Ppafeiov.—(i) The connection of é» Xp. "Tyco with drow, which 
Meyer favors, seems less probable than that which is more conmmonly adopted 
(with «Agoewe), both because of the position of the words, and becanse, if é ae i 
_were intended to indicate “the great upholding and impelling element of life” 
which he presses on (as Mey. holds), it would seem to demand a position of en 
phasis nearer to. dana, 
(j) TéAeios, in accordance with the general usage of Paul, deseribes these who 
are mature in the Christian life, in contrast with vars, They are of the: class 
~ designated by mvevzarecot in 1 Cor. iii. 1, ef. 1 Cor. ii, 18-16. In 1 Cor, however, 
they are spoken of with reference to the possession or comprehension of the Divine 
~. gopia, as exhibited in the deeper parts of the plan of salvation. Ifere, on the 
other hand, the primary, if not exclusive, reference is to a course of action founded 
on the due estimate of the Christian’s present attuinments—(k) gporauer, ver, 15, 
This verb seems to refer here, first, to the thought of the mind with respect to the 
true view of the Christian life as indicated in the preceding verses y and secondly to 
a setting of the mind upon the course of action to which it leads. Ifthe readers, 
_. or any of them—having this state of mind as their prevailing and permanent one-— 
do not find themselves able to see, and therefore to act, altovether as he does, he 
has confidence that God will make the right view and right course pk tin to them 
in due time. - It would appear to be almost necessary to hold that the gporaev 
lies, in a certain sense, back of the gpoveire, or, in other words, that the Apostle 
conceives that every mature Christian must have, in all its essentials, the same view 
. with himself, and only supposes that there may be cases where, in minor points, 
different one could be held. He can hardly have in mind, therefore, as he wr ie 
- this verse, an opposition to his own ideas of so vital a ahneaeieh: as that which 
would be involved i in adopting the doctrine of salvation hy works. Ver. 15 be- 
longs with vv. 12-14 and does not: bear upon vy. 2, 3.. This exhortation of this 
verse, with its accompanying word of assurance and the appeal in ver. 16, is ex- 
pressed in the gentle and friendly style of the whole Epistle—(J) The explanation 
-of the thought and purpose of ver. 16 is given, in the most simple and satisfactory 


way, by Meyer in the first: twenty. lines of ae note on the verse, See, also, his 
“Remark” at the close of: his note, 
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XIX. Vv. 17-21. 

(a) ee is better taken as: meaning, be one and all, unitedly, imitators of me 
(so Eadie, Lightf. Alf, De W., v. Heng.), than as Meyer, Weiss, Ell, and others 
hold, co-tinitators with others who imitate me. Mey er claims that the latter view is 
rendered necessary by the toHowing eontext, but evidently this is not the case, for 
it is a perfectly patural and legitimate form of exhortation, to say: Unite together 
in imitating me and attentively observe those who walk as you see me walking.— 
g (6) [tis also a much more simple construction of the caté¢ clause, aswell as of the 
whole sentence, if that word is made to correspond with otro, than if it is taken, 
with Meyer, as hi: wing an argumentative force, “establishing the two require- 
ments owt. and oxo.’ They were. to imitate him and those who lived in ac- 
cordance with what they knew, from their long-continued knowledge of him, to 


be his exumple—(¢) qude, if cadac is explained according to Meyer's view. may . 


not improbably refer to Paul and those who walked as he walked; but, if cade 
is connected with obrw, uae probably refers to his associates, such as ‘Timothy and 
Epaphroditus, who were or had been with him in Rome, These associates in his 
missionary labors sympathized with his Christian thinking, and naturally modeled 
their lives after the pattern of his in the great things here alluded to. 

(dl) ‘Phe woaAor of ver. 18, as apparently indicated by the use of the verb mepura- 
rove. wre members of the Christian churches, not persons outside of the Christian 
body. "The descriptive words which follow are partly consistent with the suppo- 
sition that they are of the same general class with those who are spoken of in ver. 

2, but partly not so. The view of Meyer and others that they were persons of 
E ipiearean tendency, and not of the Judaizing party, is, aecordingly, to be adopted. 


Whether they were of the number of those who abused the Pauline doctrine of: 
liberty, as Light holds—like those alluded to in 1 Cor, but more extreme in 


their antinomianism—is uncertain, Some of this class may have been in Philippi. 
The earnestness of feeling manifested in the language used would seem, indeed, to 
indicate that this was the fact.—-(e) ob ra ériyeca mpovodrreg (ver. 19). These words 
are intended, as we may believe, to present a marked contrast with that ppoveuev 
which had been urged upon the readers in ver. 15, and which would lead them 
to press on towards the attainment of the prize of their heavenly calling. To 
bring out this contrast, as well as to mark them in distinction from the quar of the 
following verse, the words are put in the nominative. ee mind the earthly 
things, we the heavenly (ra ériyera, ave, é obparoig), 

(/) The use of yép (ver. 20) is similar to that in Gal. v. 5, proving the state- 
ment respecting one party by showing that the other varty pursue an opposite 
course, or have an opposite character. This peculiarity in the yap, and the em- 
phasis just mentioned as connected with of r, éz. ypov., show clearly that Meyer is 
correct in making the ydp give the proof of that last preceding clause alone.— 
(y) curgpa is better taken as a predicate accusative, as Meyer and others hold, than 
as an accusative of the object. The word Saviour is to be explained in its special 
reference here, by the suggestions of the context. We may notice with respect to 
these, (1) that the next verse concentrates the thought on the change in the body. 
This, according to Rom, viii. 28, is the final consummation of the work of redemption, 
The verh drexdéyouat is, also, used in that passage ; (2) that the distinguishing 
characteristic of the enemies of the cross alluded to in ver. 19 is their, giving them- 

selves up to fleshly indulgences. They make a god, as it.were, o this fleshly ele- 
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cent eahnetted with the body; (3) that the ‘end to which the course of life of these 
enemies will bring them, is anade. . The thought of the Apostle, in view of these 
facts, would seem to be this: that he is waiting for the appearance of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, as one who shall perfect the great work of salvation from sin, and its 
consequences, by that wonderful transformation of the body which delivers it from 
‘the fleshly element and carnal passions, and makes it like His own—a spiritual hody 
fitted for the uses and thé abode of the glorified spirit—(h) Meyer holds that diexde- 
‘yéneda (ver. 20) and. the words of ver. 21 are. to be understood as implying that 
Paul ‘expectéd the jxei¢ to live until the Parousia. Alf. holds the same view. 
The words are undoubiedly consistent with this view, and they have an especial 
fitness (as e.g. Tamervdaewe) if this view is adopted, but they do not, in themselves, 
- prove beyond question that such was the Apostle’s expectation,—(i) t#¢ ramewaorwe 

is opposed to rie déEyc, It describes the body as appertaining to this earthly con- 

dition of humiliation, as contrasted with the future body appertaining to the glori- 
fied state of the heavenly life. The change takes the body out of the bondage to 
corruption and the Jaw of decay, and brings it into the freedom from that law 
which belongs to the glorified state of the children of God (Rom. viii. 21), The 
humiliation is not the “fleshly” element, and it does not by any means involve the 
necessity of coming under the dominion of the Heshly power. But so long as the 
body of our humiliation continues, there is an exposure to the assaults of that 
power, and we earnestly look for the Saviour Who shall transform it.—(j) The 
closing words of ver. 21 are added, not improbably, as showing the ground of eons 
. fidence which the follower of Christ has, in his pressing on towards the reward, and 
in his triumphant hope of the final completeness of his redemption, ‘The re dee 
; might well, therefore, stand fast in the Lord, 
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CHAPTER IV. 


Ver. 3. Instead of vai Elz, has xai, against decisive witnesses—Instead of 
obtuye yviow, yrjace obCuye should be written, with Lachm. and Tisch. upon pre- - 
ponderating evidence-—On decisive testimony, in ver, 12, instead of olda 62 ram, 
(Elz.) olda xat rar. is to be received. The dé has taken its rise from the last syl- 
lable of oida ; hence we also find the reading d? «ai—Ver. 13. After ve Elz. has 
Xpiord, in opposition to A B D* 8, vss. (also Vulgate) and Fathers. Defended 
by Reiche, but it is an addition from 1 Tim. i. 12, from which passage also are 
found the amplifications in Or. X. Iyood and X.'I. 7 xupio Auav—Ver. 16. cic] 
wanting in A D* i, min. vss. and Fathers, Bracketed by Lachm. But after 
OIy, 212 might the more readily be omitted, as it seemed superfluous, and might, 
indeed, on account of the absence of an object for éréup., appear oflensive—Ver, | 
19, With Lachm. and Tisch., the form 1d mAobro¢g is to be adopted upon decisive 
testimony. See on 2 Cor, vill. 2.—Ver. 23. ravtov tuav] ABD EF GP 8, 
min. Copt. Sahid. Aecth, Arm. Vulg. It. Damase. Ambrosiast. Pel. have. rob 
avetparog tar, So Lachm. and Tisch. Taken from Gal. vi. 18, whence also in 


Ela. 7uOv' has likewise crept in after cupiov, 


Ver. 1. [Onvv.1-3, see Note XX. pages 188, 189.] Conclusion drawn from 
what precedes, from ver. 17 onwards. We are not justified in going fur- 


ther back (de Wette refers it to the whole exhortation, iii. 2 ff, comp. 


also. Wiesinger, Weiss, Hofmann), because the direct address to the 
readers in the second person is only introduced at ver. 17, and that with 
adedgol, as in the passage now before us; secondly, because the predicates - 
ayaryrol . . . orépavég pov place the summons im that close personal rela- 
tion to the apostle, which. entirely corresponds with the words cvzuyarat 
gow yiveofe in ver. 17; thirdly, because Gere finds its logical reference in 
that which immediately precedes, and this in its turn is connected with 
the exhortation ovppeqrat e7.A. In ver.17; and lastly, because ofire in 
ver. 1 is correlative to the oro in iti, 17)—sore] [XX a.] accordingly ; 
the ethical actual result, which what has been said of the queie in ili, 20 f. 
ought to have with the readers. Comp. ii. 12; 1 Cor. xv. 58—dayarnroi 


ata] “blandis appellationibus in eorum affectus se insinuat, quae tamen 


non sunt adulationis, sed sinceri amoris,” Calvin.—How might they dis- 
appoint and grieve such love as this by non-compliance !—éruréiyrot] 
longed for, for whom I yearn (comp. 1. 8); not occurring elsewhere in the 


N. TT. ;2—orépavog] comp. 1 Thess. ii. 19 Ecclus. i. 9, vi. 81, xv. 6; Ez, xvi. 


iIn opposition to which Hofmann quite thought and spoken thus mechanically! The 
grotindlessly urges the objection, that Paul orjxere is in fact substantially justa wepurarety 
in: that case would have written wepuraretre . which maintains its ground. 


‘instead of orjxere, As if he must have . 2Comp. App. Hisp. 43; Eust, Opuse. p. 867. 
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xxii. 48, Prov: 3 xvi, 31, XVI. 6; Job eo The honor, which acertied 
“to the apostle from the excellent Christian condition of the church, is 
represented by him under the figure of a crown of victory The reference 
of vapt to the present time, and of oréd. to. the future judgment (Calvin 


. [XX b.] corresponding to the rire that has just been set forth and re- 
‘commended to you (iii. 17 ff)... Chrysostom, Theophylact, Occumenius, 
Erasmus, Calvin, Bengel, and others, interpret : so, as ye stand, so that Paul 
oe praesentem statum laudando ad perseverantiam eos hortetur,” Calvin. 

This is at variance with the context, for he has just adduced others as a 

model for his readers; and the exhortation would not agree with ouppee. 

py yivsobe, Hi. 17, which, notwithstanding. all the praise of the morally ad- 

vanced community, still does not presuppose the existence already of a 
normal Christian state—éy «vpiy]] Comp. 1. Thess. iii. 8. Christ is to be the 

element in which the standing fast required of them isto have its specific 
character, so that in no case can the moral life ever act apart from the 
‘fellowship of Christ.—dayanyro/] “ reperaliye haee vocis hujus avapopa,” Gro- 
tius, In no other epistle so much asin this has Paul multiplied the ex- 
pressions of love and praise of his readers; a strong testimony certainly 
as to the praiseworthy condition of the church, from which, however, 
‘Weiss infers too much. Here, as always (Rom, xii, 19; 2 Cor. vit. 1, aps 

: 19; Phil. 41.12; 1 Cor. x. 14; Heb. vi. 9, et al), moreover, éyaryroi stands 4 


to be connected (as Hofmann holds) with év kupiy. 
Ver. 2f. [XX] After this general exhortation, ver. 1, the apostle, 


_ requisite to give a special admonition to and for évo meritorious women, 
through whose disagreement, the details of which are unknown to us, but, 
which probably turned on differences of their working in the chureh, a 

scandal had occurred, and the orjrev gv mpi might more or Jess be im- 
~ perilled. Whether they were deaconesses in Philippi (as many conjecture), 
» must-remain undecided. Grotius has erroneously considered both names, 
"Hammond and Calmet only the second, to be masculine, and in that ease 


30; Aq. Ez, xxili 11 (@rendOqous)3- Ps. exxxix, ay. vil. 46.1 (aeeording to whieh Peter ap- 
0 (érundOqua); Aol, NA. vil,3 (rodnrds). pointed an Ruodius, and Paul Ignativs, os 
“lGomp, orébavor ebxdctas: péyar, Soph, Aj, Bishop of Antioch), this discovery Has been 
465: Tur. Suppl. 313; Jph. A. 193, Here. F.  amplitied with further capri ice by Volkmar 
1984; Thue. if-46; Jacobs,.ad. Anthol.. IX. p. in the Theol. Jahrb..1857, p. 147 1h But-exe- 
8; Lobéck add}, toc. 3 also orepavody (Wes-  . getical fietion in connection with the two 


Pyth, 1-96, xi. 4, araparnpopecy, Wisd. iv. utmost. by Hitaig, 2. Krit. Paulin. Bry p. b 1; 
and Grimm in loc. ~. acecording.to whom ‘they are supposed to-haye 
2 According to. Baur, indeed, they are. their origin in Gen. xxx. 9 ff; he represents 
alleged: to. be two parties rather than two our author. as having changed: Asher and 
- women ; ‘and ‘Mchwegler (nachapostol. Zeitalt.. .Gad into women in order to represent. figura- 
TL. p, 184) makes out that Biodia represents..tively ¢ tivo parties, and both oF them Gentile 
the Jewish-Christian, and Syntyche the Gen- Christian. ; :. 
tian party, and that yrjotos ovguyos © i 8 Theodore of Mopsucstia qnotes the opinion 
E Peter! On he ora: of: Conatitutt, that the pF. were, husband and wife 






and others, comp, Pelagius), introduces arbitrarily a reflective distinction. 
of ideas, which is not in keeping v with the fervor of the emotion.—obra]} | 


» an address without any more precise selfevident definition, anil is ae 


Me still deeply concerned for the community that is so dear to him, finds it 


seling, ad Diod; Sie, T..p. 684), orehdvwpa, Pind, feminine names has been pnshed to the» 
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abraic in ver. 8 is made to apply to others (viz. airwec «.7.4.). For the two 
yeminine names on inscriptions, see Gruter and Muratori. With Tischen- 
dorf and. Lipsius (Gramm. Unters. p. 81), SwrvyA is to be treated as oxy- 
tone. Comp. generally Kiihner, I. p. 256. The twice used rapax. : “ quasi 
coram adhortans seorsum utramvis, idque summa cum aequitate,” Ben- 
gel. An earnestly individualizing émuovs (Bremi, ad Aeschin. p. 400).— 
7d abrd dpov.] see on il, 2—éy na: characterizes the specifically Christian - 
concord, the moral nature and effort of which are grounded on Christ as 
their determining vital principle. Paul does not desire a union of minds 


apart from Christ.—W hether the disunion, which must be assumed, had its 


deeper root in moral pride on account of services in the cause of the 
gospel (Schinz) is not clear. 

Ver. 3. Indeed, I entreat thee also, etc. This bringing in of a third party 
is a confirmation of the previous admonition as regards its necessity and 
urgency; hence the vat; comp. Philem. 20. See also on Matt. xv. 27.— 
oi{vyse [XX d.] is erroneously understood by Clemens Alexandrinus, Isido-. 
rus, Erasraus, Musculus, Cajetanus, Flacius, and others, as referring to the 
wife of the apostle; an don which, according to 1 Cor. vii. 8, compared 
with ix. 5, is at variance with history (see, already, Chrysostom, Theodo- 
ret, Oectunenius, Theophylact), and at the same time at variance with 


grammar, as the adjective must in that case have stood in the feminine.! 


Others understand the husband of one of the two women (so, although with 
hesitation, Chrysostom, also Theophylact, according to whom, however, 
he might have been a brother, and Camerarius ; not disapproved by Beza) ; 


but what a strangely artificial designation would “genuine conju” be! 


Weiss prefers to leave undecided the nature of the bond which connected 
the individual in question with the two women. But if, in general, a 
relation to the women were intended, and that apart from the bond of 
matrimony, by the term offvye Paul would have expressed himself very 
awkwardly; for the current use of the word cifvyoc, and also of cvfoyge (8 
Mace. iv. 8) and offve (Eur. Ale, 924), in the sense of conjua (comp. ovfevy- 
vovat, Nen. Oee. 7. 80; Herodian, iii. 10. 14), must have been well known 
to the reader. The usual mode of interpreting this passage? has been to 
refer it to some distinguished fellow-laborer of the apostle, well known, as a 
matter of course, to the readers of the epistle, who had his abode in Phil- 
ippi and deserved well of the church there by special services. Some 
have arbitrarily fixed on Silas (Bengel), and others. quite unsuitably on 
Timothy (Estius), and even on Epaphroditus (Vatablus, Grotius, Calovius, 
Michaelis, van Hengel, and Baumgarten-Crusius), whom Hofmann also 
would have us understand as referred to, inasmuch as he regards him as 
the amanuensis of the epistle, who had therefore heard it dictated by the 
apostle, and then heard it again when it came to be read in the church, 


so that he knew himself to be the person addressed... What accumulated 


invention, in order to fasten upon Epaphroditus the, after all, unsuitable 


4 Test. XIT, Patr, p.526; Eur, Alc.314, 342,385, . thies, de. Wette, chalet Pelagins and The« 
2So Flatt, Rheinwald, Hoelemann, Mat-_ odoret. - 
“W 
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confession before the church that he was himself the person thus dis- 
tinguished by the apostle ! According to Luther’s gloss, Paul means “the — 
most distinguished bishop in Philippi.” Comp. also Ewald, who compares 
cypmpecBbrepoc, 1 Pet. v. 1, But how strange would such a nameless desig- 
nation be in itself! How easily might the preferential designation by 
- yrhowe have seemed even to slight other fellow-laborers in Philippi | - Be- 
sides, Paul, in describing his official colleagues, never makes use of this 
term, cbfuyoc, which does not, occur elsewhere in the N. T., and which 
would involve the assumption that the unknown individual stood in quite 
a special relation to the apostle corresponding to this purposely-chosen 
predicate. Laying aside arbitrariness, and seeing that this address is 
~ surrounded by proper names (vv. 2, 8), we can only find in cifuye a proper 
name, in which case the attribute yriov corresponds in a delicate and 
winning way to the appellative sense of the name (comp. Philem. 11); gen- 
uine Syzygus, that is, thou who art in reality and substantially that which 
thy name expresses : “ fellow-in-yoke,” 4. e. yoke-fellow, fellow-laborer. We 
may assume that Syzygus had rendered considerable services to Christi- 
anity in Philippi in joint labor with the apostle, and that Paul, in his 
appellative interpretation of the name, followed the figurative conception 
of animals in the yoke ploughing or thrashing (1 Cor. ix. 9; 1 Tim, v.18), 
a conception which was suggested. to him by the very name itself. The 
apposite of yupacog would be: ob« dvrag av (comp. Plat. Polit. p. 208 3), 
so thatthe man with his name Syzygus would not be éréruyog (Kur. Phoen. 
1500; Soph. .4j. 480), Jacobs, ad Del. Epigr. p. 272 f, He bore this his 
name, however, as dvoua érfrypov (Del. Epigr. v. 42). This view of the 
word being a proper name—to which Wiesinger inclines, which Laurent 
decidedly defends? in his Neu. Stud. p. 184 ff and Grimm approves of in 
his Lexicon, and which Hofmann, without reason, rejects? simply on 
account of the usus loquendt of yrfotog not being proved—was already held 
-by reée in. Chrysostom; comp. Niceph. Call. ii, p. 212 D; Oecumenius 
permits a choice between it and the explanation in the sense of the hus- 
band of one of the two women, It is true that the name is not preserved 
elsewhere ; but with how many names is that the case? Hence it was 
unwarranted to assume (Storr) a translation of the name Koddnyac 
- (Joseph. Bell. vii. 8.4), in connection.with which, nioreover, it, would be 
hard to see why Paul should have chosen the word offuyoc elsewhere not 
used by him, and not owepyéc, or the like. To refer the word to Christ, 


To. doing.s0, Laurent takes the reference we refer it thus to ovguye as an appellative 
of avy contained in the name as general: word, or as the appellative contents of a name 
* holper of “all labor inthe vineyard of the  —is a matter which leaves the linguistic, use 
Lord”. More. thoughttul, however, is the . of yjovos altogether untouched. As-is well 
reference to the apostle himself, whose true known, véé@os has the same general linguistia 
-yoke-fellow is to supply his place with jis. usage in the. opposite sense (see: 6.9. Plat, 
. former: female fellow-strivers (ovv70, wor); Rep. pe. 636 A; Jacobs, ad Det. Epigr. i. 
“comp. also subsequently ovvepyay pt eT LOB Bh \ : 
8 This holds at the same time against the 
view of Pelagius: “@Germanus dictus est 
 nomine, qui erat compar officii.” He is fole ~ 
owed by Lyra. ge 
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who helps.every one to bear his yoke (Wieseler), was a mistake.— 
ovrAayp. abraic| lay hold along with them, that is, assist them, namely, for 
their reconciliation and for restoring their harmonious action.—dirmec] 
utpote quae, giving the motive, comp. i. 28; see on Rom. i. 25, ii. 15, vi. 2, 
et al.—év r@ ebayy.] the domain, in which they, etc. Comp. Rom. 1.9; 1 
Thess. iii. 2. It was:among women that the gospel had first struck root in 
Philippi (Acts xvi. 18), and it is to be assumed that the two women named 
had rendered special service in the spread and confirmation of Christi- 
anity among their sex, and therein had shared the conflict of affliction 
and persecution with Paul (1 Thess. ii. 2). On cvv#faycav, comp. i. 27.—- 
pet kat KAhuevroc «.7.2.] and in what fellowship, so honorable to them, have 
they shared my conflict for Christ’s sake? in association also with Clement 
and, etc. The reference of the «ai is to po; their joint-striving with 
Paul had been a fellowship in striving also with Clement, etc.; they had 
therein stood side by side with these men also? The connection of pera x. - 
KA. «7.4. with ovatauB atraig (Coccejus, Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, J. B. 
Lightfoot, Hofmann) is opposed by the facts, that Paul has committed 
the service of mediation to an individual, with which the general impress 
now given to this commission is not in keeping, and that the subsequent 
év Td bréuara x.7.2,, In the absence of any specification of the churches, 
would neither be based. on any motiye nor intelligible to the readers, and 
would be strangest of all in the event of Paul’s having intended, as Hof. 
mann thinks, to indicate here the presbyters and deacons mentioned in i. 1, 
~The Aourot cuvepyol, as well as generally the more special circumstances of 
which Paul here reminds his readers, were—if weté kal 7.4. be joined . 
with oupfancdy por beside which it stands—historically known to. these 
readers, although unknown to us.—That Clement was a teacher in Philippi - 
(so most modern expositors ; according to Grotius, a presbyter in Philippi, 
but “Romanus aliquis in Macedonia negotians”), must be maintained in 
accordance with the context, seeing that with him those two Philippian 
women labored as sharing the conflict of the apostle; and of a traveling 
companion of this name, who had labored with the apostle in Macedonia, 
there is no trace to be found; and seeing that the Acro cvuvepyot also are 
to be regarded as Philippians, because thus only does the laudatory ex- 
pression év ré dvduara «7.4, appear in its vivid and direct set purpose of 
bespeaking for the two women the esteem of the church. The more fre- 
quent, however, in general the name of Clement was, the more arbitrary 
is the old view, although not yet known to Irenaeus (iii. 8. 8), that Cle- 
ment of Rome is the person meant So most Catholic expositors. (not 


builds up a whole fabric of combinations, 
which are intended to transfer the date of 
our epistle to the post-apostolic age, when the 


1 Luke v. 7; Herod, vi.125; Xen. Ages. 2.315 
» Wunder, ad Soph. Phil. 280; Lex. Plat. IT. p. 294, 
20On-xcat... . xad, the first «at meaning also, 


comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p.891; onits rarer 
position, however, between preposition and 
“noun, see. Schaefer, Ind. ad Gregor. Cor. p: 
“T06d;. Hartung, Partikell. To-p, 1 vena 
I. 1, p. 480 f, 


BN GTSHEIEA Ss upon ants hypothesis Baur: 3 





Flavius Clemens known in Roman history, who 
was a patruelis of Domitian (Suet. Dam. 15), 
and a ‘Christian (Lami, de erud. anost, p. 104; 
Baur, IT. p. 68), had already become the well- 
known Clement of Roman tradition. Comp. | 


‘Voliemar in the Theology, Jahrb; 1856, p- 809, 
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Dariee. following Origen; ad Folk rf 99 Eusebius, Ef. Ei. tii. 15; Epiph- 
anius, Hauer. xxvii. 6; Jerome, Pelagius, and others ; so also Francke, in 
the Zeitschr. f. Luth. Theol. 1841, iii. p. 78 ff, and van Hengel, who con- 
jectures Euodia and Syntyche to have been Roman women who had 
assisted the apostle in Rome, and had traveled with Epaphroditus to 
Philippi. See generally, besides Liinemann and Briickner, Lipsius, de 
Clem. Rom. ep. p. 167 if; J, B. Lightfoot, p. 166 if; and Hilgenfeld, post. 
Vater, p. 92 ff—av ra dvd. .7.4,.] refers merely * Tav Aomréy «7.4... whom 
Paul does. not adduce by name, but instead of this affirms of thelr names 
something so great and honorable. God has recorded their nares in 
His book, in which are written down the future partakers of the everlast- 
ing Messianic life; so. surely and irrevocably is this life assigned to them. 
What Paul thus expresses by this solemn figure, he knew from. their 
-whole Christian character and action, in which he recognized by experi- 
ence “quasi electionis' absconditae sigilla” (Calvin). See, moreover, on 
Luke x. 20, and Wetstein on our passage; it is different in Heb. xii. 93 
: (see Ltinemann in loc). to. must be supplied, not the optative, as Bengel 
thinks; and it must remain an open question, whether the persons ro- 
‘ferred to (among whom Ewald reckons Clement) are to be regarded as 
already dead (Bengel, Ewald), which is not to be inferred from. ov ra 
dvénara «.t.A.; see Luke x. 20; Hermas, Pustor i. 1.3. It is at all events 
‘certain that this predicate, which Paul nowhere else uses, is an especially 
~ Ronorable one, and does not simply convey what holds true of all Chris- 
Hans (so Hofmann in connection with his erroneous reference of pera Kat 
er). At Luke x. 20, and Rev. xiii. 8 also, it isa mark of distinction, 
Ver. 4 f.. [On vv. 4-9, see Note XXI. pages 189, 190.] Without any par- 
_». ticle of transition, we have once more general concluding admonitions, 
which begin by taking up again the encouraging address broken, off in 
ii BA and. now strengthened by wavrore—the key-note of the epistle. 
[XXI a.] They extend as far as ver. 9; after which Paul again speaks 
of the assistance which he had teoeived: —ravrore] not to be connected 
-owith wétw god (Hofmann), which would make the wéduw cee superflu- 
ous, is an essential element of the Christian yalpew; comp. 1 Thess. v. 
16; 2 Cor. vi. 10, Just at the close of his epistle the apostle brings it in 
significantly. Paul desires joy fulness af all times on the part of the be- 
4) Hever, to whom even tribulation is grace (i, 7, 29) and glory (Rom. v. 3), 
and in whom the pain of sin is overcome by the certainty of atonement 
(Rom. viii. pes to whom everything must serve for good (Rom. viii, 28; 1 


























sconstlog to whom the Roman Clement is to 1The detailed discussion of the question as 
- be here already assumed as amariyr. Indeed, to the ground of the divine eleetio here. por- 

“according to Schwegler and Hitzig, 2. rit. trayed (the Reformed theologians, “ the decre- 
-paulin, Br. p. 18, a first attempt is made here - - tum absolutum ;” the Lutherans, “the praevisa 
to connect this. Clement also with Peter (for - fides ;” the Catholics, “the praevisa opera”) ia 
no other in their view is the cvévyos). Thus, . out of place here. Flacius, Clav, s. v. “liber,” 
no doubt, the way is readily prepared for . justly observes that it is not fatalis queedam 
bringing. down our. epistle to the days. of '.. electio which is pointed to, but ob veram jus 

Traj n. Round the weleome name of Cleme it.  titiam, qualis Christi est, credenies éo ere at 
. - insoribi,, ean 
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Cor. iii. 21 f.), and nothing can separate him from the love of God (Rom. 
Vili. 88 f£.)—mdAw tnd] once more I will say. Observe the future, which 
exhibits the consideration given to the matter by the writer ; consequently 
not equivalent to réAw Aégya, 2 Cor. xi. 16; Gal. i, Q4—Td éacecde dudv] 
[XXI6.] your mildness [Lindigkeit, Luther], that is, your gentle character, 
as opposed to undue sternness.? As to the neuter of the adjective taken 


as a substantive, see on iii, 8; comp. Soph. O. 1127. It might also 


mean: your: becoming behavior But how indefinite would be such a 
requirement as this! The general duty of the Christian walk (which 
Matthies finds in the words) is not set forth till ver. 8. And in the N. T, 
éruce. always occurs in the above-named special sense —yvoctfro méow 
dvOp.] let it be known by all men, through the acquaintance of experi- 
ence with your conduct. Comp. Matt. v. 16. The universality of the 
expression (which, moreover, is to be taken popularly: “let no man 
come. to know you. in a harsh, rigorous aspect”) prohibits our referring _ 
it to their relation to the enemies of the cross of Christ, against whom they 

should not be hatefully disposed (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact), 
or to the enemics of Christianity (Pelagius, Theodoret, Erasmus, and 
others), or to the Judaists (Rheinwald), although none of these are ex- 
cluded, and the motive for the exhortation is in part to be found in the 
outward circumstances full of tribulation, face to face with an inclination 
to moral pride.—The succession of exhortations without any outward link 


may be psychologically explained by the fact, that the disposition of 


Christian joyfulness must elevate men quite as much above strict insist-_ 
ing upon rights and claims as above solicitude (ver. 6). Neither with the 
former nor with the latter could the Christian fundamental disposition of 
the yalpew év xopiy subsist, in which the heart enlarges itself to yielding 
love and casts all care upon God.—<é kiping éyyic] [XXI 6] points to the 
nearness of Christ's Parousia, 1 Cor. xvi. 22. Comp. on éyvbc, Matt. xxiv. 
82 f.; Luke xxi. 31; Rev. i. 3, xxii. 10; Rom, xiii. 11. The reference to 
God, by which Paul would bring home to their hearts, as Calvin expresses 
it, “ divinae providentiae fiduciam,” * is not suggested in vv. 1, 2,4 by the 
context, which, on the contrary, does not refer to God until ver. 6, 
Usually and rightly, following Chrysostom and Erasmus, the words have 

been attached to what precedes’ If the Lord is at hand, who is coming 
as the Vindex of every injustice endured and as the owr#p of the faithful, 


Kaas eurdaciacey, ered) tay mpaypatwv also Pelagius, Luther, Calovius, Zanchius, 
H bic Adany érixre, bcd ToD SewAaccacuod  Walf, Rheinwald, Matthies, Rilliet, Cornelius 
Selxvucey, dts wavras Set xaipev, Chrysostom. Miller, and others, 

2 Polyb. v. 10.1: 7 émeixeca wal didavOpwria, § They do not belong, by way of introduc. 
Lucian Phal. pr. 2: Grieucys x: wérpios, Hero~ tion, to what follows, as Hofmann thinks, who 
dian, if. 14. 5, ix. 12; 1 Tim, fii.3; Tit. iii. 2; understands “the helpful. nearness of the 





Jas. iii. 17; 1 Pet. ii 18; Ps. Ixxxv. 5; Add. to 
Esth. vi.8; 2 Mace. ix. 27). Comp. on 2 Cor, 


X.1.. The opposite: dxpiBoS8ieacos, Arist. Eth, 


Nic. v. 10.8, exAnpds. 

3S8ee ecg. the passages from Plato in Ast, 
Tien. i. po TT, 

4Comp, a xxxiv. 18, cxix. 151, oxly, 18; 80 


Lord” (Matt. xxviii. 20; Jas. iv. 8) in the 
present, and consequently the assurance of 
being heard in the individual case. Comp,, 
rather, on the éyyis habitually used. of the 
future jinai-coming, in addition to the above 
passages, Matt. iii, 2, iv.17).x.'7; Mark i.15; 
Luke xxiv 8, 28;°Rom. xiii. 12; Heb. x, 25;.. 
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now should they not, in this moe a approaching victory and blessed- 
ness (iii: 20), willingly and cheerfully renounce everything opposed to i 
Christian émeicea! The words therefore convey an encowragement to the - 
Jatter.. What follows has its complete reference, and that to God, pointed 
out by the antithesis aa¥ éy wavti. «7A. 
Ver. 6. The pepyware. is not to be limited in an arbitrary way (as by 
Grotius, Flatt, Weiss, and. others, to anzious care); about nothing (neither 
‘ want, nor persecution, nor a threatening future, etc.) are they at all to 
‘give themselves concern, but on the contrary, etc.; yadévy, Which is em- 
phatically prefixed, is the accusative of the object (1 Cor. vii. 82 ff, xii. 
25; Phil ii, 20)2 [XXId.] Caring is here, as in Matt. vi, the contrast 
to ‘full confidence in God. Comp. 1 Pet. v. 7. “ Curare ‘et orare plus 
inter se pugnant quam aqua et ignis,” Bengel—év ravri] opposed to the 
pndév; hence:.in every case or affair (comp. Eph, y. 24; 2 Cor. iv. 8; 1 
Thess. v. 18; Plat. Huthyd. p. 801 A), not: at all times (Syriac, Grotius, 
Bos, Flatt, Rheinwald)-—ri mposenyy x. TH Sehaet] by prayer and supplica- . 
‘tion, On the distinction between the two (the former being general, the 
latter suppliewting prayer), see on Eph. vi.18. The article indicates the 
praye er, which ye make; and the repetition of the article, otherwise not re- 
quired, puts forward the two elements the more emphatically (Xthnes, 
IL-1, pe 529) —pert ebyap.] belongs to yrupit, i7.4., which, excluding all 
e so ietude in the prayer, should never take place (comp. il Thess. v. 18; ihe : 
Col. tii. 17) without thanksgiving for the proots of divine love alre: uly re- : 
ceived and continually being experienced, of which the Christian is con- 
scious under all eircumstances (Rom. viii. 28). In the thanksgiving of the 
_ suppliant there is. expressed. entire surrender to God's: will, the very 
opposite of solicitude.—ra airjzara dus] what ye desire,* that is, in aeccord- 
ance with the context: your petitions$—yvupitéiow mpdg t. Ordr] must be 
made known towards God ; mpés, versus, it is the corwm of the direction, 
The expression is more graphic than the mere dative would be; and the 
conception itself (yrwpt.) is popularly anthropopathic ; Matt. yi. 8. Ben- 
gel, moreover, aptly remarks on the subject-matter: “qui desideria sua . ‘ 
praepostero, pudore ac diffidenti modestia . .. velant,. suffocant ae 
retinent, curis anguntur; qui filiali et liberali fiducia erga Deum expro- 
munt, expediuntur. Confessionibus ejusmodi scatent Paalmi.” 
Ver..7. The blessed result, which the compliance with ver. 6 will have for 
the innerman. How independent is this blessing of the concrete grant- 
ing or'non-granting of what is prayed for !— eipfvy +. Ocot'] the peuce of 
soul produced by God (through the Holy Spirit; comp. yapa. év rvebyere 
z ayia, Rom. xiv. - 17); the eae and ‘Ssatishuction of the mind in God’s 























others. 
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Jas. w8ph Pet. iv. 7; and the tpyomar a 7 
of the Apocalypse. The simply correct ren- _ 
dering is given after Chrysostom by Erasmus 
»(instat enim, ngpaniie Chris "h Srosinn, and ‘ 





2 Plat, Rep. vith p. 566 B; Dionyi Hal. Ante. 


vi. 74; Luke xxiii, 24, 
“81 John y. 15; Dan, Vii T, 183; Pa. xix. 6, 


Rawigdun 4 2b. al.; Schleusner, Thes. Lp, 
Comp, Xen, Crop. viii. rn Bs 7 modha. cs 


“Comp. Bernhard, Pp. 263; Schoem, ad Is. 
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“OHAP. Iv. 6, 7. ee Clee 


counsel and love, whereby all inward discord, doubt, and variance are 
excluded, such as it is expressed e.g. in Rom: viii. 18, 28, So in substance 
most expositors.! This view—and not (in opposition to Theodoret and 
Pelagius) that explanation of peace in the sense of- harmony with the 
brethren (Rom. xv. 83, xvi. 20; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; 1 Thess. v. 23; 2 Thess. iii. 
16), which corresponds. to the ordinary use | ‘of the corvélative’s 6 Osd¢ Tie 
slpqvy¢ in ver. 9—is here required on the part of the context, both by the 


contrast of pepyvare in ver. 6, and by the predicate 4 brepéyousa mdvra von, 


The latter, if applicable to the peace of harmony, would express.too much 
and too general an idea; it is, on the other hand, admirably adapted to 
the holy peace of the soul which God produces, as contrasted with the 
éptuva, to Which the feeble voi¢ by itself is liable; as, indeed, in the clas- 
sical authors also (Plat. Rep. p. 329 C, p. 3872 D), and elsewhere (Wisd. 
iii. 8), elpgvy denotes the tranquiliitas and securitas, the mental yadguy (Plat. 
Legg. vii. p. 791 A) and #ovyia—a rest, which here is invested by rot Oecd 
with the consecration of divine life. Comp. elpfv7 rod Xpioroi, Col. ii. 15; 
John xiv. 383; and, on the other hand, the false elpqvy x. dapdren, 1 Thess. 
v. 8. It is therefore not to be understood, according to Rom. v. 1, as “pax, 
qua reconciliaté estis Deo” (Erasmus, Puraphr.);? which would be too general 
and foreign to the context. The peace of reconciliation is the presupposi- 
tion of the divinely produced moral feeling which is here meant; the 
former is eipivy mpig roy Oedv, the latter elpfuy Tod Ocod—) brepéyovoa wavra 
voor]. [XXII e.] which surpasses every reason, namely, in regard to its 


~ salutary power and efficacy ; that is, which is able more than’ any reason to 


elevate above all solicitude, to comfort and to strengthen, Because the reason 
in its moral thinking, willing, and feeling is of itself too weak to confront — 
the power of the odpz (Rom, vii. 28, 25; Gal. v. 17), no reason is in a posi- 
tion to give this clear holy elevation and strength against the world and 
its afflictions. This can be effected by nothing but the agency of the 
divine peace, which is given by means of the Spirit in the believing heart, 
when by its prayer and supplication with thanksgiving it has elevated 
itself to God and has confided to Him all its concerns, 1 Pet. v. 7. Then, 
in virtue of this blessed peace, the heart experiences what it could not have 
experienced by means of its own thinking, feeling, and willing. Accord- 
ing to de Wette, the doubting and heart-disquieting vod; is meant, which is 
surpassed by the peace of God, because the latter is based upon faith and 
feeling. In opposition to this, however, stands the dvra, according to 
which not merely all dowbting reason, but every reason is meant. No one, 
not even the believer and regenerate, has through his reason and. its 
action what he has through the peace of God. Others have explained it 
in the sense of the incomprehensibleness of the peace of God, “the greatness 
of which the understanding cannot even grasp” (Wiesinger)® Comp. 


1Ineluding Rheinwald, Flatt, Baumgarten- . -Estins, ‘Wetstein, and others, including Bion, 
Crusius, Hoelemann, Rilliet, de Wette, Wies- - Matthies, and van Hengel. 
inger, Ewald, Weiss, Hofmann, and. Winer. ° 3So Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
2S0 Chrysostom,’ xaTadleyh, yoayday et “Erasmus. Luther, Calvin, Grotins, also Hoele- 
Qed; and Theophylact, Oecamenius, Beza, mann and Weiss, 

















168 ‘THE EPISTLE OF PAUL ‘TO ‘THE PHILIPPIANS. 

Eph. ili. 20. But the context, both i in the fesolee sndby pepievaire and 4 in 
the gpouphoet x.r.A. Which follows, points only to the blessed influence, in 
respect of which the peace of God surpasses every kind of reason whatever, 

and consequently is more efficacious than it. It isa trepéyew tH duvduer; 
~ Paul had no occasion to bring into prominence the incomprehensibleness 

of the eipfoy Ocod.\—spoupjaee x.7.2.] [XXI f.] not custodiat (Vulgate, Chrysos- 

tom, Theodoret, Theophylact: degadioa:ro, Luther, Calovius, Cornelius a 

Lapide, and others, including Storr, Heinrichs, Flatt), but custodiet (Cas- 

~talio, Beza, Calvin), whereby protection against all injurtous influences 
(comp. 1 Pet. i.5) is promised? This protecting vigilance is more pre- . 

-Gisely defined by é» X. ’I., which expresses its specific character, so far as ~ 
this peace of God is in Christ as the element.of its nature and life, and 

- therefore its influence, protecting and keeping men’s hearts, is not, other- 

- wise realized and carried out than in this its holy sphere of life, which is 

Christ. The ¢povpé which the peace of God exercises implies in Christ, as 
it were, the ¢popapyia (Xen. Mem. iv. 4.17). Comp. Col. ili. 15, where the 
elpguy rou Xpiorod Bpapete in men’s hearts. Others consider év XK. I. as that 
which takes place on the part of the readers, wherein the peace of God 
would keep them, namely “én unity with Christ, in His divinely-blessed, 
holy life,” de Wette; or dore pévew cat yu) éxmeceiv arab Occumenius, comp. 
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, Zanchius, and others, including Hein- 

_ richs, Storr, Flatt, Rheinwald, van Hengel, Matthies, Rilliet, Wiesinger, 
Weiss. But the words do not affirm wherein watchful activity is to keep 

or preserve the readers (Paul does not write rypjoe.; comp. John xvii. 11), 

but wherein it will take place; therefore the inaccurate rendering per 

-Christum (Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, and others) is so far more correct. 
The artificial suggestion of Hoelemann (“Christo fere cinguli instar rag 
xapdiag tpav x.7.A, circumcludente,” etc.) is all the less warranted, the more 

- familiar the idea é Xpior@ was to the apostle as representing the clement. 

in which the life and action, as Christian, move.—The pernicious injluences 

themselves, the withholding and warding off of which are meant, by ¢poupqeee 

- w7.4,, are not to be arbitrarily limited, e.g. to opponents (Heinrichs), or to 
Satan (Beza, Grotius, and others), or stn (Theophylact), or. pravas cogila- 

tiones (Calvin), or “ omnes insultus et ewras” (Bengel), and the like; but to 
‘be left quite general, comprehending all such special aspects. Erasmus 
well says (Paraphr.): “adversus omnia, quae hic possunt incidere formi- 
- danda.”’—rag xapd. bu..x, 7d vohu. duév.] emphatically kept apart. It is 


_ enough to add Bengel’s note: “cor sedes cogitationum.”* The heart is 


the organ. of selfconsciousness, and therefore the moral seat. of the 
activity: of thought, and will, As to the vojyara (2 Cor. iii. 14) as the inter- 
nal products of the theoretical and practical haa: and therefore includ- 


om On Stecdvin’ with the accusdtive (usually iapates: ‘Bor. Suppl. 902: éppovper (wodAais) 
with .the genitive, ii, 8), see. Valekenaer, . pander Lapaprdvern. “Animeat e08 hac fidueia,’” 
«ad Bur, es chine 1865; . Kihner, il. 1, oe - Erasmus, Annoé. 


BT Comp. Roos, Fundam psychol. ex saer. script, 





2 Comp. ‘Plat. Rep. p- 560 Bol... dpioron TIT 26: “causa, cogitationum interna eaque 
Hpoupol 7 7€ kal Shey é ey Sida ve dallas siot : Libera,” . 
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4A 
ing purposes and plans (Plat. Polit D: “260 D; 2 Cor. ii. 11), comp. Beck, 
bibl. Seelenl. p. 59, and Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 179. The distinction is an 
arbitrary one, wien applies r xapd. to the emotions and will, and r. veae 
to the intelligence (Beza, Calvin). . 

Ver. 8f£. [XXII g¢.] A sewmmary closing summons toa Chistian mode: of 
thought and (ver. 9) action, compressing everything closaly and succinctly 
into a few pregnant words, introduced by 7d Aourdéyv, with which Paul had 
already, at iii. 1, wished to pass on to the conclusion. See on iii. 1. ‘ This 
7d Jordy isnot, however, resumptive (Matthies, Ewald, following the old 
expositors), or concluding the exhortation begun in ili. 1 (Hofmann), for in 
that passage it introduced quite a different summons; but, without any 
reference to iii, 1, it conveys the transition of thought: “what over and 
above all the foregoing I have to urge upon you in general still is: every- 
thing that,” etc. According to de Wette, it is intended to bring out what 
remained for man to do, in addition to that which God does, ver..7, But 


in that case there must have been expressed, at least by tucic before ddeAgot 


or in some other way, an antithetic statement of that which had to be 
done on the part ef man—toa] nothing being excepted, expressed asyn- 
detically six times with the emphasis of an earnest éryovj. Comp. ii. 1, 
iii. 2; Buttmann, Neu. Gr, p. 341 (BE. T. 398].—d27f7] The thoroughly 
ethical contents of the whole summons requires us to: understand, not 
theoretical truth (van Hengel), but that which is moradly true; that is, that 
which is in harmony with the objective standard ef morality contained in the 


gospel” See 1 John i. 6; John iii. 21; Eph. v. 9; 1 Cor. v. 8 To limit it 


to truth in speaking (Theodoret, Bengel) j is in ca arbitrary, and not in 
keeping with the general character of the predicates which follow, in 
accordance with which we must not even understand specially unfeigned 
sincerity (Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, and others) ;? though this essentially 
belongs to the morally true.—ceeuvd] worthy of honor, for it isin accordance 
with Gode—dixaa] upright, as it ought to be; not to be limited to the rela- 
tions “ erga alios” (Bengel, Heumann, and Oens); so that justice in the 
narrower sense would be meant (so Calvin: “ne quem. laedamus, ne 
quem fraudemus;” Estius, Grotius, Calovius, and others). Comp., on 
the contrary, Theogn. 147 : év ducaeocivy cvdAgBdny was’ aperh tore —dyvd] pure, 
unstained, not: chaste in the narrower sense of ae word (2 Cor, xi. 2; 
Dem. 1371. 22; Plut. Mor. p. 268 HE, 438 C, et al.), as Grotius, Calovinis, 
Estius, Heumann, and others would explain it; Calvin well says: “ cas- 
timoniam oe in omnibus vitae pe ss Comp: 2 Cor. Vi. 6, Vii. 
11; 1 Tim. v. 22; Jas. iii. 17; 1 Pet. iii. 2; 1 John iii. 3; often so used i in | 
Greek authors.*+~—mpoopiag ] deur, that which és loved, Thisi is Just once more 


'1Chrysostom: } dpery* Weidos 5¢ ania, Ken. Oecd. vi lt: 7d weuvdy Svona rd Kaddy tu 
Oecumenius: dAnéy Sé byoe ra évapera. sais kayoddyv.. Dem. 385.11; Herodian, i. 2. oo Ael, 
also Theophylact. | VHT, ii. 18, vill. 36; Polyb. ix. 36.6, xv. 22, 


2Comp. Eph. iv. 21; Plat. Phil. p. 59 OG: 70 
aANGes Kat B Sy eerie etAuKpives. ; 
’Comp. 1 Tim. ih 2: evoeBeiqa cat oepveryr. 
“Plat, Soph. p. 249 A: ceuvov cat d&ysov voiy. 


xxii. 6. 10. 
*Comp. Menand. in Clem,’ Strom. vii. P. 
844: mwas. ayvds éoriy 6 pdtv. éaurg@. kaxdp 


ourddry. 
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Christian morality, which, in its whole nature as the ethical caddy, is worthy 

of love.’ The opposite is the. aioxpdy, which deserves hate (Rom, vii. 15). 
Chrysostom suggests the supplying roig mozolg «. 76 OH; Theodoret only 

16 OG. Others, ag Calovius, Estius, Heinrichs, and many: “ amatilia 
hominibus.” But there is no necessity for any: such supplement. The 

word does not oceur elsewhere in the N.'T., although frequently in clas- 

--. gical authors, and at Ecclus. iv. 8, xx. 18. Others understand kindliness, 
as benevolence, friendliness, and the like. So Grotius; comp. Erasmus, 
a Paraphr.: “ quaecumque ad alendam concordiam acconmmoda.” — Lin- 
guistically faultless (Ecclus. 1. c.; Herod. i. 125 ; > Thue. vii, 86; Polyb..x. 
§. 6), but not in keeping with the context, which ddies not adduce any special 
virtues —eboyna] not occurring elsewhere either in the N. T., or in the 
LXX., or Apocrypha; it does not mean: “quaecumque bonamn famam 
-conciliant” (Erasmus; comp. Calvin, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, 
Heinrichs, and others, also Rheinwald); but: that which sounds well 
(Luther) which has an auspicious (faustum) sound, 4. ¢, that which, when. it 
is named, sounds significant of happiness, as, for instance, brave, honest, 
honorable, ete. The opposite would be :. diagyza Storr, who is followed 
by Flatt, renders it: “sermones, qui bene alits precantur.” §o used in later 
Greek authors (also Symmachus, Ps, Ixii. 6); but this meaning is here too 
special.—et ree «.7.a.] comprehending all the points mentioned : if there be 
any virtue, and if there be any praise; not if there be yet another, etc. (de 
Ww. ette) peri used by Paul here only, and in the rest of the N.'T. only 
in 1 Pet. ii. 9, 2 Pet. i. 3, 5,3 in the ethical sense: moral uptitude in dispost- 
~ tion and action (the opposite to it, xaxia: Plat. Rep. 444 D, 445 G, 1, p. 
348 C). Comp. from the Apocrypha, Wisd. iv. 1, v.18, and frequent 
instances of its use in the books of Mace.—éravoc] not: res leudabilis 
(Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Flatt, Matthies, van Hengel, and many others ; 
comp. Weiss), but praise (Erasmus: “laus virtutis comes”), which the 
reader could not understand. in the apostle’s sense otherwise than of a. 
Jandatory judgment actually corresponding to the moral value of the 
-object.. Thus, for instance, Paul’s commendation of love in 1 Cor, xiii. is 
an érawoc; or when Christ pronounces a blessing on the humble, the 
peacemakers, the merciful, etc., or the like. “Vera laus uni virtuti 
debetur,;” Cic. de orat. ii, 84. 842; virtue is ca abray érauer}, Plat. Def. p. 
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1 Plat. Rep. p. 444 LE: Soph. £U972: hide yap - as the reason. why Pan! does not use this 


“ gpbs Ta xpnora was bpav. “Nihil est amabilius 
_ Virtute, nihifl quod. magis alliciat ad diligen- 
dam,” Cia, Lael. 28. Comp. ad Famil,ix.14; 
Xen: Mem, ii.1,33.° Luther well renders it: 
“Ueblich;” and the. Gothie: “ bunclath; bl os 
Vulgate: amebilia. 
- 8 Comp.’ Soph. Aj. B62; ‘Bur, Iph. T. 687: 
ebdypa dave. Plat. Leg. vii. p. $0L As rd ris 
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= We are nat entitled toassume (with Besa) B 





word elsewhere, that it is“ verbum nimium 
humile, si cum donis Spiritus Sancti com: 
paretur.” Tha very passage helore us shows 
the contrary, as it means no other than Chris- 
tian morality.. Certainly in, Paul's. case, as 
with the N. T, authors generally and even 
Christ Himself, the. specifie designations of 


- the idea, of virtue, which correspond more 


closely to. the sphere of theoeratia 0..T. ideas, 


“such. as” ‘Bucatooivn, b VTAKON, ayLorns, ayinavyn, 
: agtdTys, Ket As, LOO necessarily suggested them 
selves to his mind to allow him to use the 
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411 C. Mistaken, therefore, were such additions as émeorguyge (D* E* F G) 
or disciplinae (Vulg., It., Ambrosiaster, Pelagius),—raira Aoyigeatle] consider 
these things, take them to ‘heart, in order (see ver. 9) to determine your — 
conduct accordingly. “ Meditatio praecedit, deinde sequitur opus,” Cal- 
vin.—Ver. 9, The Christian morality, which Paul in ver. 8 has com- 
mended to his readers by a series of predicates, he now again urges upon 
them in special reference to their relation to himself, their teacher and 
example, as that which they had also learned, etc. The first «ai is therefore 
also, prefixing to the subsequent taiva mpdocere an element corresponding 
to this requirement, and émposing an obligation to its fulfillment. “ What- 
soever also has been the object and purport of your instruction, etc., that 
do.” To take the four times repeated «cai as a double as well .. ..as also 
(Hofmann and others), would yield an inappropriate formal scheme. of 
separation. Kai in the last three cases is the simple and, but so that the. 
whole is to be looked upon as bipartite: “Duo priora verba ad doctrinam 
pertinent, reliqua duo ad exemplum” (Estius)—é] not éca again; for no 
further cutegories of morality are to be given, but what they are bound to 
do generally is to be described under the point of view of what is. known 
to the readers, as that which they also have learned, ete.—napeAdpere] have 
accepted. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 1; John i. 11; Polyb. xxxiii. 16.9. The inter- 
pretation: “have recetved,? which makes it denote the imstruction commu- 
nicated (1 Thess. ii. 18, iv. 1; 2 Thess. iii. 6; 1 Cor. xi. 28; Gal. i. 9,12; . 
Col. ii, 6)" would yield a dvofeld designation for the one élement and on 
the other hand would oméé the point of the assensus, which is so import- 
ant as a motive; moreover, from a logical point of view, we should 
necessarily expect to find the position of the two words reversed (comp. 
Gal. i. 12).—#xoicare] does not refer to the proper preaching and teaching 
of the apostle oe Calvin, Elsner, Rheinwald, Matthies), which is 
already fully embraced in the two. previous points; nor does it denote: 
‘“audistis de me absente” (Estius and others, including Hoelemann, Rilliet, 
Hofmann), for all the other points refer to the time of the apostle’s pres- 
ence, and consequently not merely the “de me,” but also the “absente” 
would be purely imported. No, by the words #xoteare and -sidere, to bath 
of which é» éxoi belongs, he represents to his readers his own cawmple of 
Christian morality, which he had given them when he was present, in tis 
‘two portions, in so far as they had perceived it in him (év éuoi, comp. i. 80) 


general term for morality, dperj, as familiar, 
however: worthily and nobly the Platonic 
doctrine, in particular, had grasped the idea 
of it (els Scov Suvarby dvépumem  dnovotcbat 
cg, Plat. Rep. p. 613 A, 500 C, e¢ al.) 
1On-Aoytger@ar, comp. Ps. li. 2; Jer. xxvi. 
3; Nah. 1.9; Ps. xxxv.4; xxxvi. ‘4 3 Mace. 
iv. 4; Soph. O. BR. 461; Herod. vili.63; Dem 
63,12; Sturs, Lex. Xen, ITT. p.42; the oppasite: 
Ovyta AdyigerOary Anthol. Pal. xi. 56,3. | 


“4 Vulgate, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, and most. 


expositors, including Rheinwald, Rilliet, 


Hoelemann, de Wette, Weiss, Hofmann. 
3Comp.. Plat. Theaet. p. 198 B: mapadap- 
Bavovra 6& pavOdveu. 

4 Real distinctions have, idee been made, 
but how purely arbitrary they are! Thus 
Grotius (comp. Hammond) makes éueé. apply 
to the primam institutionem, and wapedAdB. to 
the exactiorem doctrinam. TRilliet explains it 


differently, making the former denote: “son 
enseignement direct,” and the latter: “les in- 
structions, wil leur a transmises sous une for m6 
_ queleonque.” 
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partly by hearing, in his whole oral behavior and intercourse with them, 
"partly by seeing, in his manner of action among them; or, in other words, 
_ his example both in word and deed.—raira mpdocere] these things do, is not 
- yelated to ratra Aoyitecbe, ver. 8, as excluding it, in such a way that for 
~whatis said in ver. 8 the 4odiZeo#a: merely would be required, and for 
what is indicated in ver. 9 the apdcoey; on the contrary, the two opera- 
tions, which tz substance belong jointly to the contents of both verses, are 
formally separated in accordance with the mode of expression of the par- 
allelism. Comp. on ii. 8 and Rom. x. 10.—«ai 6 Ogé¢ «.7.4.] in substance 9 
the same promise as was given in ver. 7. God, who works peace (that holy 
peace of soul, ver. 7), will be with you, whereby is meant the help given 
~ through the Holy Spirit; and His special agency, which Paul here has in 
view, ig unmistakably indicated by the very predicate rie eipyuyc. 


-Remanx.—It is to be noticed that the predicates in ver. 8, dAyfj .. . ebdnua 
do not denote diflerent individual virtues, but that each represents the Christian 
moral character generally, so that in reality the same thing is described, but according 
to the various aspects which commended it. Comp. Diog. Laert. li. 106: & 1d ayatoy 

‘moadoig bvduaon Kkadobpevor, Cie. de fin. iii. 4.14: “una virtus wun istud, quod 
honestum appellas, rectum, laudabile, decorum.” That it is Christian morality which 
Paul has in view, is clearly evident from ver. 9 and from the whole preceding 

context. Hence the passage cannot avail for placing the morality of the moral 
~~ law of nature (Rom. ii, 14 £) on an equality with the gospel field of duty, which — 
has its specific definition and consecration—as also, for the reconciled whom it 
embraces, the assurance of the divine keeping (vv. 7, 9)—in the revealed word. - 
(ver, 9), and in the enlightening and ethically transforming power of the Spirit 
(comp, Rom, xii. 2), . 


a. ee 


. Ver. 10. [On Vv. 10-19, see Note XXII. pages 190, 191.] Carrying on hig 
discourse with 4é, Paul now in conclusion adds, down to ver. 20, some 
courteous expressions, as dignified as they are delicate, concerning the aid 

which he had received.. Hitherto, indeed, he had only mentioned this work 

of love briefly and casually (ii. 25, 30). In the aid itself Baur discovers a é a 

contradiction of 1 Cor. ix. 15, and conjectures that the author of the : 
epistle had 2 Cor. xi. 9 in view, and had inferred too. much from that 
passage. But, in fact, Baur himself has inferred too much, and incor- 
rectly, from 1 Cor. ix..15; for in this passage Paul speaks of payment for his 
preaching, not of loving gifts from persons at a distance, which in point of 
‘fact put him in the position to preach gratuitously in Achaia, 2 Cor. xi. 8 

. ff. There is, besides, in.our passage no mention of regular sendings of 

money.—év'«upio] as in. iii 1, iv. 4.. It was, indeed, not a joy felt apart a 
from Christ ;. ob xoomende exépyy, ono, odd Borie, Chrysostom.—peydaac] 
mightily. Comp. LXX., 1 Chron. xxix..9; Neh. xii. 42; Polyb. iii. 87. 5; 
~~ Polye. Phil. 1. The position at the end is emphatic.’\—ore joy word cr.2.] is 
tobe rendered: “that ye have at length once again-come into the flourishing 
condition of takeing thought for my benefit, in behalf of which ye also rooK 










_ TSee on Matt, ii.10; and Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaedir. p.256 E, Menex, p. 298 A. 
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thaushie but had no ‘faxorible epitanth y- adn nore] taken. in itself may 
mean: already once; or, as in Rom. i.10: tandem aliquando. The latter 
is the meaning here, as appears from é¢@’ «7.4. Chrysostom justly 
observes (comp. Oecumenius and Theophylact) that it denotes ypévov 
paxpdy, When namely that @dAdzev had not been present, which has now 
again (comp. ver, 15 f.) set in. This view of jy moré is the less to be 
evaded, seeing that the reproach which some have discovered in the 
passage: (ririunow, Chrysostom) is not by any means conveyed in it, as 
indeed from. the delicate feeling of the apostle we might expect that it 
would not, and as is apparent from the correct explanation of the 
sequel.—avetladere]| [XXIL ¢.] ye have again become green (refloruistis, 
Vulgate), like a tree or an orchard which. had been withered, and has 
again budded.and put forth new shoots (faAdote)” It cannot be the revival 
of their care-taking love which is meant, so that the readers would have 
previously been d:rouapartiévres év rh Menuochvy (Oecumenius, also Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, Pelagius, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Estius, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, Flatt, Wiesinger, Ewald, and most expositors, 
who rightly take dvefda. as intransitive, as well as. all who take it transitively ; 
see below); for how indelicate would be such an utterance, which one 
could not, with Weiss, acquit from implying an assumption that a different 
disposition previously existed; and how at variance with the éy 
égpoveire x.t.A. which immediately follows, and by which the continuous 
care previously exercised is attested! No, it is the flourishing anew of their 
prosperity (comp. Rheinwald, Matthies, van Hengel, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Schenkel, Hofmann, and others), the opposite of which is after- 
wards expressed by qxampeiobe, that is denoted,. as prosperous circum- 
stances are so often represented under the figure of becoming green and 
blooming? It is therefore inconsistent, both with delicate feeling and 
with the context, to take dave. transitively: “revirescere sivistis solitam 
vestram rerum mearum procurationem” (Hoelemann; comp. Coccejus, 
Grotius, Heinrichs, Hammond, and. others, including Rilliet, de Wette, 
Weiss), although the transitive use of avafiAdew in the LXCX. and also in 
the Apocrypha is unquestionable (Ezek. xvii. 24; Eeclus. i. 16, xi. 20, 1, 
10; see generally Schleusner, Thes. I. p. 220 f); and that of 0aAAew is also 
current in classical authors.4| An unfounded objection is brought against 
the view which explains it of the revival of prosperity, that it is iInappro- 
priate as a subject of joy in the Lord (see Weiss); it is appropriate at all 
events, when such a use is made of the revived prosperity —rd imp Euod 


Wisd.iv.3f.; Hes, Op, 231: ré6yAe rédis,. Pind. 
Isth. tii. 9: bABos.... OddAAwy, Pith. vii. 22; 


1Comp. Baeumlein, Partik. p. 140. 
2The conjecture, on the ground of this 


figurative expression, that the Philippians 
might have sent to the apostle in spring, and 
that jeatpetode S¢€ applies to the winter. season 
(Bengel), is far-fetched and arbitrary. The 


figurative dve@dA. does noteven need to be an 
image of spring, a3 Calvin, Estius, Weiss, and. 


others understand it. 
3Comp. Ps. xxviil. 7: avéOader 4 odpé pov, 


OddAovoar etdatnoviar. Plat. Legg. xif. p.945 De. 
4 waca ott adver Te Kal ebdarmovel. xuipa K. 
modes.. Of frequent occurrence in the trage- 
dians; comp. also Jacobs, ad Del, Epigr. viii. 
Or of 7 zi 
4Pind. Ol. iii, 24; Aesch. Pers, 622 (608); 


~ Jacobs, aul Anthol. VII. p. 1035 nn II. 1, 
Dp, 265. - 
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gpovelr'] [XxXIf a] is usually, with the eorrect intransitive rendering of 
éve044.,} so understood that rd Is taken together with gpovety, and this must 
be regarded as the accusative of more precise definition, which is only 
distinguished by its greater emphasis from the mere epexegetical 
infinitive? Comp. van Hengel: “negotium volo mihi consulendi.” But 
- the whole view which takes ré with gpavelv is set aside by the following: éy’ 
én. é@povetre; seeing that é¢’ ¢, unless it is to be rendered at variance with 
linguistic usage by although (Luther, Castalio, Michaelis, Storr), or just as 
(Vulgate, van Hengel), could only convey in its @ the previous 1d imép 
éyod. gpoveiv, and would consequently yield the logically absurd con- 
ception: ‘Eppovetre él tH bnép gut gpovelv, whether é’ @ be taken as 
equivalent to. ot éveca (Beza) or qua de re (Rheinwald, Matthies, de Wette, 
~ Wiesinger, Ewald, and others), or in eo quod (Erasinus), in qua re (Cor- 
~nelius.a Lapide, Hoelemann), or ¢ post id (Grotius), and the. like. 
Recourse has been had, by way of helping the. matter, to. the suggestion 
that gpovety évi is a thinking without action, and gpoveiv trép a thinking with 
action (de Wette, Wiesinger; comp. Ewald); but how purely arbitrary is 
this view! Less anbitranily, Calvin and Rilliet (‘vous pensiez bien a 
moi”) have referred 6 to éxot, by which, no doubt, that logical awkward- 
noss is avoided; but, on the other hand, the objection arises, that éy ¢ is 
- elsewhere invariably used by Paul as neuter only, and that it is difficult to 
- see why, if he desired to take up trép éuod in a relative form, he should 
- not have written iép ot, since otherwise in é7i, if it merely went back to 
_ -épod, the more precise and definite reference which he must have had in 
view would not be expressed, and since the progress of the thought 


suggested not a change of preposition, but only the change of the tenses. 


(xai époveire), Weiss, interpreting ig » as: about which to take thought, 


refers it back. to -dveOddere—a reference, however, which falls to the ground — 
with the active interpretation of that word. Upon the whole, the only 

right course seems to be to take rd trép énod together (comp. ra mept tudr, ii. 
~ 20; also ra. map’ ipav, ver, 18;* and that as the accusative of the object.to 


gpovetv (comp. Bengel, Schenkel, J.B. Lightfoot, Hofmann): “ to take into 
consideration that which serves for my good,” to think of my benefit; on 
tgp, comp. i, 7. Only thus does the sequel obtain its literal, logical, and 
delicately-turned reference, namely, when ip’ applies to 7d drip boi. 
Taking this view, we have to notice: (1) that éri is used in the sense of 
the aim (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 475; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 485): on behalf of 
which, for which, comp. Soph. 0. R.569; (2) that Paul has not again written 
the mere accusative (6 wal égp.), because éy’ @ is intended to refer not alone 
to. x. é¢poverre, but also. to the antithesis jxaipsiofe Os, consequently to the 


entire «. é9p., (carp. A! @) that. the emphasis 1 is ‘placed on Lee as the 


be taken. together, would -be the accusative. IL, p: 222: 
: forming the object.of aveQar. See Buttmann, 8 And’ see generally, Kriiger, g BO. 5. 1B 
eut, Gr. i 226 T. B62; Manner i “2p. -Kithner, Tl po23l £ 

3. oo +All the: more -groundless,” therefore, {a 





: Wnthe transitive interpretation (see,against : a8e6 Hern hardy, p. 356; Schmalfeld, Syntase 
a it, supra) the 7d hpoveiv, which would likewise d. Griech.- eae p. 401 £5. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 
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imperfect, and «ai indicates an element fo be added to the ¢povetv which has 
been just expressed; hence «ai éjp. intimates: “in behalf of which ye not 
only are taking thought (that is, since the dvebddere), but also were taking 
thought (namely, mpdctev, before the dvebddere) ;” lastly, (4) that after agp. 
there is no yév inserted, because the antithesis is meant to emerge unpre- 

pared for, and so-all the more vividly.—jxaipeiofe] [XXII e.] ye had no 

Javoruble time; a word belonging to the later Greek. Unsuitably and. 
arbitrarily this is explained: “deerat. vobis opportunitas mittendi” (Eras- 
mus, Estius, Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmuller, and others). It refers, in keep- 
ing with the dve@ddere, not without delicacy of description, to the unjfavor- 

able state of things as regards means (Chrysostom : ob« elyere év yepotv, ovdd év 
agbovia yre; so also Theophylact; while Oecumenius adduces this inter- 
pretation alongside of the previous one) which had occurred among the | 
Philippians, as Paul might have learned from. Epaphroditus and 

_ otherwise? Rs 

Ver. 11. PXXTTf g.] Obviating of a misunderstanding.—oby 6r/] as in 

ili, 12: my meaning ts not, that I say this in consequence of want, that is, this 
my utterance of joy in ver. 10 f. is not meant as if it were the expression 
of felt want, from which your aid has delivered me, On «ard, secundum, 
in the sense. of proptcr, see Kuhner, IT. 1, p. 418, and ad Xen. Mem. i. 3, 
12. According to van Hengel’s see etc, “ut more receptum est. 
penuriae, 8. hominibus penuria oppressis,” xerd, could not. have. been 
united with an abstract noun (Rom. ili. 5, et al.) —éya pdp suaboy tra.) for J, 
as regards my part (although it may be different with others), have learned 
in the circumstances, in which I find myself, to be self-contented, that. is, to 
have enough independently without desiring aid from others, It is 
evident from the reason thus assigned that in oby. érc caf ter. 2. he has 
meant not the objective, but the subjective state of need.—yo] with noble 
self-consciousness, there being no need. to supply, with Bengel, “in tot 
adversis.”—éuallov] signifies the having learned by experience (comp. Plat. 
Symp. p. 182 C:'épyw db roto éuabov nat ol grOdde riparvo.), and all that 
accordingly he can, he owes to the strengthening influence of Christ, ver. 





Hofmann’s ohjeetion, that dpovety. eri reve 
means: to be proud about. something. This 
objection, put thus generally, is even in itself 
incorrect, For gpovety éxi rue does not in 
itself mean: to be-proud ahout something, but 
“only receives this signification through the 
addition of «éya, peydda, or some similar 
more precise definition (Plat. Theaet. p. 149 
D, Ale. 1. p. 104 C, Prot. p. 842 D, Synepos..p. 
217 A: Dem. 181. 16, 836,10), either expressly 
specified or’ directly suggested by the con- 
‘text, - Very artificial; and for the simple 


reader hardly discoverahle, is the view under 
which Hofmann takes the fact expressed by 
kai éhpovetre as the groun, “ upon, or on account 
of, which their re-emergence rom. an unfavorable 
position has been a revival unto eare for him,” 
‘If ie reference of eq’. ee to 7d tirép éxod were 


not directly given in the text, 1 would he 
much simpler to take é’ g.as in Rom, v. 12, 
Phil, ili. 12, 2 Cor, v. 4; in the sense of propte- 
rea quod, and thatas a graceful and ingenious 
specification of the reasan for the great joy of 
the apostle, that they had flourished again to 
take thought: for his benefit; for their pre-.- 
vious omission had been caused not by any 
lack of the gpovety in question, but by the 
unfavorableness of the times. 

\DPiod. exe. Mai. p, 30; Phot. Suid. The 
opposite: ebxapety, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 
125, se | ry 

2Comp. eveapety rots Blows in Polyla.xy, 21. 
2,xxxii. 21.12; and aiso the mere edxacpety in .. 
je same sense, iv..60, 10; ebxopias XV. 81.7, 

. 19.7; dkatpia; Plat, Legg. iv. p. 709 A; ten: 


- a 4; Polyb. iv. 44. ll. 
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13. —év ig sabia] in the situation, in which r fi nd ey 1 Not merely his. 


3 position then, but, generally, every position in which he finds himself, is 
meant, although it is not exactly to be taken as: “in quocunque stati sim” 
~ (Raphel, Wetstein, and others), which would be ungrammatically 
expressed. In opposition to the context (see ver. 12), Luther: among 
whom (otc, masculine) I am. As to abrdpxea as applied to persons, the 
subjective self-sutficing, by means of which a man does not make the gatis- 
faction of his needs dependent upon others, but finds it in himself, comp. 
--Eeclug. xl. 18; Xen. Mem. iv. 7.1; Dem. 450.14; Stob. v. 48; and see on 
2 Cor. ix. 8. 
Ver. 12. Paul now specifies this his abrépreva Gin Plat. Def. p. 412 B, 
‘termed, redevdryg urfoewe ayabov).—olda] I understand how (1 Thess. iv. 4; Col. 
iv.6; 1 Tim. iii. 5; Matt. vii, 11; Soph. Aj. 666 £; Anth. Pal, vii. 440. 5 
ff.) ;? result of the gug@ov.—kai rarecv.] also to be abased, namely, by want, 
distress, and other alloted circumstances which place the person. affected 
_ by them in the condition of abasement. © Paul wnderstands this, nagsm7h 
as he knows how to. bear himself in the right attitude to such alloted cir- 
cumstances, namely, in such a way that, independently thereof, he finds 
his sufficiency in himself, and does not. seek it in that which he lacks, 
We find a commentary on this in 2 Cor. iv. 8, vi. 9,10. oldu «at mepitoeiery 
‘is to be understood analogously, of the right attitude to the matter, so that 
one is not led away by abundance to find his satisfaction in the latter 
‘instead of in himself. Pelagius well says: “ut nec abundantia etollar, 
nec frangar inopia.”—The first cai adds to the general év ol¢ eiue the special 
statement on the one side, to which thereupon the second “ also” adds the 
counterpart. The contrast, however, is less adequate here than subsequently 
“in mepiocetew kat borepsiabar, for rareevadolue is a more comprehensive idea than 
the counterpart of repiooetew, and also contains a. figurative conception, 
-Some such expression as tyotela would have been adequate as the con- 
trast of rare. (Matt. xxiii. 12; 2 Cor. xi. 7; Phil. ii. 8,9; Polyb. v, 26. 12). 
There is a lively versatility of conception, from not perceiving which some 
have given to this repicceber (fo havea superfluity) the explanation excellere 
(Erasmus, Vatablus, Calvin), or to rarer, the meaning to be poor, to be in 
pitiful plight, drtyo xexpioba, Theophylact (Estius, and others; comp. also 
Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Rheinwald, Matthies, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
de Wette, Hofmann), which even the LX.X., Lev. xxv. 39, does not justify. 
In what follows, é ravr) «, i aot is not ie be regarded as belonging to 
— rarervotobas and repiooetecy (Hofmann), but is to be joined with pepbnuar. 
We are dissuaded from the former connection by the very repetition: of 
the olda; and the latter i is recommended by the great emphasis, which 
pests upon év mavr? «, év wéov heading the last clause, ag. also by the cor- 
relative révra at the head of ver. 13. Further, no comma is to be placed 
ler actloes nor-is éy wavrl. .. 2 Heap to be ead asmeaning: “into 


also Mitaner, ad Antiph. pl. Hom. Ou. ix, 189, 
is the Me ul nderstanding, having, its. « 


ee examples in Wetstein. and Kypke; haat A in the ‘character. Comp. Ames, Anh Bo 
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everything Iam initiated,” and then cai yoprdfeotae x.7.A, as elucidating the 


notion of “ everything”: “cum re qualicunque omnibusque, tam saturitate 


et fame, quam abundantia et penuria, tantam contraxi familiaritatem, ut 
‘ationeni teneam iis bene utendi,” yan Hengel; comp. de Wette, Rilliet, 
Wiesinger; so also, on the whole, Chrysostom, Erasmus, Estius, and many 
others, but with different interpretations of ravzi and rao. This view is at 
rariance with the fact, that, risa: has that into which one is initiated — 
expressed not by means of é, but—and that most usually—in the aceusa- 
tive (Herod. ii. 51; Plat. Gorg. p. 497 C, Symp. p. 209 E; Aristoph. Plut. 
845 (éupveiota); Lucian, Philop. 14), or in the dative (Lucian, Demon. 11), : 
or genitive (Weliod. i. 17; Herodian, i. 13.16); hence rav x. révra, or ravri 
k, maou, OF wavrdc K. Tdvrov Must have been written (in 8 Mace. it. 80, it has 
xaté with the accusative)... No; Paul says that in everything and in all, that 
is, under every relation that may occur and in all .cireumstances, he és: 
initiated into, that is, made completely familiar with, as well the being satis- 
fied, as the being hungry, as well the having superfluity as want; im all 
situations, without exception, he quite understands how to assume and 
maintain the right attitude to these different experiences, which in ver. 
11 he characterizes by the words abrdpxyg elvat, ?Ev marti x. dv maitot is 
accordingly to be taken after the analogy of év ol¢ eluc, ver. 11, and there- 
fore as neuter. It was purely arbitrary to render év wavri: wbhique (Vulgate, 
Castalio, Beza, Calvin, and many others), or to refer it to time (Chrysostom, 
Grotius), or to time aul place (Theophylact, Erasmus, and others, also 
Matthies), Luther and Bengel explain cavri correctly as neuter, but mike — 
xaow (us in 2 Cor, xi. 6) masculine (Bengel: “respectu. omnium homi- 


onum”’). It is not necessary to supply anything to either of the two words; 


and as to the alternation of the singular and plural, which only indicates 


the total absence of any exception (comp. analogous expressions in- 


Lobeck, Parad. p. 56 f£.), there is no occasion for artificial explanation — 
In German we say: tr Allen und Jedem [in all and each], Comp. on év 
réot on Col. i. 18. With ‘strange arbitrariness Hofmann makes év wav? t. 
éy waoc denote everything that is a necessary of life (in detail and in whole). 
In that case certainly the contrast of yoprdf. and wemdiv is unsuitable !— 
pewinuac] the proper word for the various grades of initiation into the 
mysteries} is here used in a figurative sense, like initiatum esse, of a special, 
unusual, not by every one attainable, familiar acquaintance with some- 
thing’ The opposite is duéyroo—The climax should here be noticed, 
éuatov ... aida... pepbypa. Ver..13 places beyond doubt to whom the 
apostle owes this lofty spiritual superiority over all outward circum- 
stances. As to the later form rewav instead of ref, see Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 61; Jacobs, ad Ael. IL. p. 261. 

Ver. 13. After the special statement, the consciousness of the abrdpre:a 
now finds fresh utterance generally; and in the grand brevity of the latter 


. how marked is the assurance, oo atthe same time, the eee! l—iovia} 


a Gaston: Berd, Baron. PA 890 ff; Lobeek, 2See inthe, Obss, p. 383; Jacobs, ad Anthot 
* Agiaoph. Lp. 38 ff : oats wee p. 488. . 
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; [XXII hd of moral strength, Penn as to category with guadov ix 
ver, 11, and with oida and yeptywas in ver. 12, because these predicates also 
were: dynamicall y meant, of the ‘drdersiandite of ethical practice. There — 
is therefore the less reason for limiting. ravra in any way (van Hengel: 

omnia memorata;” comp. Weiss); there is nothing for which: Paul did. 
‘not feel himself miéraliy strong; for every relation he knew himself to be 
morally adequate. dvra is the accusative of the object. Gal. v. 6; Jas. v. 
16. The opposite to it: pydév loxtwow, Plat. Crit. p. 50 B, Ael. V. HL. xii. 
22, et al—év rE évdvv. we] Not in his own human ability does Paul feel this 
power, but it has its basis in Christ, whose dévay¢ the apostle experiences 
in his fellowship of life with Him (2 Cor. xii. 9). Comp. 1 Tim. i. 12; 2 
"Tim. ti, 1, iv. 17.. Thus he is able to do all things év r@ «pares ri¢ loxbos 

ebro, Eph: vi. 10. ? 

Ver. 14. Wajr] Nevertheless (1 Cor. xi. 11; Eph. v. 88), apart from the 
fact that with such moral power I am Saudi to all emergencies, and there- 
fore, as far as want is concerned, do not need aid (comp. ver. 11). “Cayet, 
ne fortiter loqguendo contemsisse ipsorum beneticium videatur,” Calvin, 
Comp. Chrysostom and Theophylact.—xadéc] in the moral sense.—ovyxow, 
pow rH O2ip.] characterizes the work according to its high ethical value (dpa 
cogiay, Tao éraiper rd xpayya, Theophylact): that ye becwme partakers with 
me in my affliction, [XXIT7.] He who renders the aid enters into the 
relation of a participant in. the position of the afflicted one, inasmuch as 
by his very work of love he, in common with the latter, shares and bears 

his Mie. Comp, Rom. xii. 18. It is a practical participation, and not 

merely that of feeling and emotion. Comp. Eph. v.11; Rev. xviii. 4, i. 9. 

By ty Oi, Paul means his position at the time as a whole, not; wand. 
(which also in 2 Cor, viii. 18 it does not me: un). The dative is governed hy 
~~. ovyxow, (Eph. v. 11; Rey. xviii. 4; Rom. xii, 18, xv. 27, ef al); and pov is, 

in accordance with the well-known usage, to be taken as if zoe were in thé 
text (comp. on ii. 2). The aorist participle coineides as to time with éxodoure 
{see on Eph. i. 9); as to the perticiple with xaiae roeiv, see Winer, p. 828 f. 
[PEW T, 845). 

Ver. 15 fA courteous recalling of the fact, that in the very are of 
the gospel.the Philippians had distinguished themselves by such manifestation 
8 of lave towards Paul-——dé] carrying the discourse onward: But what yo 
have done connects itself with a relation into which, as ye also know, no 
other church, but yours only, placed itself to me at.the very first !—vidare 
dé 7.4.) but it is known also to you, Philippians, that, ete, Hofmann very 
. erroneously derives the object of oidare from what precedes, and takes 87 
in the sense. of because. He makes the apostle say, namely, to the Philip- 











plans: That they had done well in helpfully taking part. in his affliction 
~ they kenew also, ag other churches knew that it was well done; by experience 
| they knew it, because it.was not the first. time that. they had sent similar 
"gifts to him, etc. This explanation i is erroneous, because invariably where 
ala: (cidapev, oidare, Kt, 4) is accompanied, not with an accusative of the | 


r And sta, ad Put. R D. 25186 smo. 215 0. 
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object, but with 4rz, the ree conveys the eaatonts (that), and not the 
reason or ‘the cause (because), of the olda (comp. i. 19, 25; Rom. ili. 2; 1 
Cor. ili, 16, xii. 2; Gal. iv. 18, and innumerable other passages); secondly, 
because the previously attested xaAa¢ érorjoare, while perfectly suitable to 
be expressed by the grateful apostle, was not so suited to be transferred to 
the consciousness of the donors, to which it. was self-evident, and to be ap- 
pealed to by them; thirdly, because the «ai in the alleged reference. to 
other churches would be very unsuitable, since the question here con- 
cerns merely a work of love of the Philippians, but other churches could 
only know generally that it was well done to aid the apostle, into which 
general idea, therefore, Hofmann insensibly transforms the object of 
oidare, instead of abiding strictly by the concrete xaAae érorjoare as its 
object; finally, it would be strange and not in keeping with the thoughtful 


_ manner of the apostle, to furnish the idea: “ye know that ye did well 


therein” (which oldare is supposed to convey) with the altogether exter- 
nal specification of a ground for it: “because ye have already formerly 
and repeatedly supported me.” The contents attributed by Hofmann to 
oidare needed no assignment of a causal ground, or—if any—one internal, 
ethical,and in harmony with the subtle delicacy of the apostle —Observe, 
moreover, in connection with oidare «. dyeic, that in that which the 
readers also know (consequently in rc «.7.2.) the stress lies upon the 
negative obddepia n7.A—nal tusic] ye also, as 11—dbiurrpows] addressing them 
by name, not because he desires to assert something of them, which no 
other church had done (Bengel: for in this case Paul would have written 
ore byeic, Gurr.), but in his increasing earnestness. Comp. 2 Cor, vi. 11.-— 


dy apxh t. ebayy.] glancing back, certainly, to the second missionary 
journey (Weiss); but the relative expression is used from the standpoint, 


of the time then present, behind which lay the founding of the Macedonian 
churches about ten years back; along past which seemed, in relation to 
the present and to the wider development of the church now attained, as still 
belonging to the period of tie beginning of the gospel. Comp. Clement. 
Cor. I. 47. An epexegetical more precise definition of this expression— 
which does not betray the hand of a later author (Hinsch)—for the date 
intended is: dre &9A00v ard Maxed., when IT departed from Macedonia, Acts, 
xvi. 14. Paul, therefore, immediately on leaving that country, received aid 
from the infant church, when the brethren roy TWaidov éaréoredav 
mopetecdas Og él ti Oddaccav and iyayov éwe ’AOnvav, Acts Le. Doubtless 
the money which Paul subsequently received in Corinth (see 2 Cor. xi. 9) 
through Macedonian delegates was sent, if not exclusively, at least jointly 
by the Philippians, so that they thereby gave continued active proot of the 


‘fellowship. eg Adyov déc. x. App., into which they had entered with the 


apostle at his very departure. But this receipt of money at Corinth is not 


‘the fact meant by éxowduycev «.7.2.,in which case é&72Gov would have to 


2 


1 To express this, Panl was not at allunder different conception, namely: ye know with.’ 
the necessity of writing oldare abrot,as Hof- out my reminding you (Acts-ii. 22; 1 Thess. at 


"mann objects. The latter would: convey a — Ah iii. 3;.2 Thess. iii..7). 
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be ichen; with ‘Estius, Flatt, van. 2 Hengél, de Wette, Wiesihger, W eiss, 


Hofmann, and others, in the sense of the pluperfect (Winer, p. 258 [E.'T. 


975]; for the latter would be the more unwarranted in the context, see- 


ing that ‘Paul himself by é dpy@ tod ebayy. carries them back to the 
earliest time possible, and indeed : afterwards (ver. 16) to a period even 
antecedent to the ore éadov. The aorist, however, has its justification in 
this purely historical statement of fact, although the imperfect also, but 


“following a different conception, might—not, however (in opposition to 


Hofmann’s objection), must—have been used.—txowavycev tig Adyov déoews 
x. Afb] [XXIL j.] entered into fellowship with me in reference to account of 


giving and receiving,—a euphemistic indication, calculated to meet the 


sensé of delicacy in the readers, of the thought: “has entered into the rela- 
tion of furnishing aid towards me.” On rowarelv eg, comp. on 1.5. The 


analysis of the figurative description is this: The Philippians keep an 
- account of expenditure on Paul and income from him; and the aposile lilke- 


wise keeps account of his expenditure on the Philippians and income from 
them. This mutual account-keeping, in which the déae on the one part, 
agrees with the Ajye on the other, is the korvwvia eg Adyov «ra, It is 


true that in this case no moncy-amount is entered ‘in the account: of the 
Philippians under the heading of Ajyue, or the account of the apostle ander | 


the heading of dée¢; instead of this, however, comes in the blessing, which 


the readers were to receive from their gifts of love, according to ver. 17, as 
if it-were an income corresponding to this expenditure, and coming in 
. from it. We are therefore not justified in. adopting the view, that déo. and 
mp. apply to Paul alone (Schrader), or that déccug applies to the Philip- 
plans and App. to Pau (“Ego sum in vestris expensi tabulis, vos in. mels 
~ accepti,” Grotius; comp. Erasmus, Camerarius, Casaubon, Castalio, and 
others, including Heinrichs, Storr, Flatt, Matthies, van Ifengel, Rilliet, 
Ewald); for the words require the ‘den ofan account under both headings 


on the side of both parties. Others, maintaining indeed this reciprocity, 


but arbitrarily introducing ideas from 1 Cor. xi..11, comp. Rom, xv. 27, 
consider that the déoe on the part of the apostle, and the Ajpe on the 


part of the Philippians, consisted in the spiritual benefits brought about by 


the preaching of the gospel (so Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Pel- 
~ agius, Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, Zanchius, Zeger, Estius, Hammond, _ 
Wiesinger, ‘Weiss, Hofmann, and others); whilst others, again, import 


into the words ‘the thought: “Quae a Philippensibus necepit in rationes 
Dei remuneratoris refert Paulus” (Wetstein, Rosenmiiller; comp., Wolf, 
Schoettgen, and already Ambrosiaster), Rheinwald finds the Ase of. 


the Philippians and the déow of the apostle even inj the assumption that 
he also had assisted them, namely, out'of the sums of money collected in . 
_ the churches,—an error which is at variance with the context, and which 
ought to have been- precluded both by the prominence given to the state- 
- ment of the date, and also by the exclusion of all other churches, as. well - 
fe vai by. the inappropriateness of the mention justi in this paaeage of Epoch: a 


on the bart of the Philip 
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Sic. 1. 49; Polyb. xv. 34. 2.. The rendering which takes ele Adyov : in 
respect to (Bengel, Heinrichs, Storr, Matthies, van Hengel, Rilliet, Liine- 

mann), would no doubt be linguistically correct, but is to be rejected’ 
on account of the context, as expressions of accounting follow (comp. Cic. 
Lael. 16: “ratio acceptorum et datorum”). For instances from. Greek 
writers of déoce xat Age (Ecclus, xli. 14, xlii. 7) as expenditure and ineome, 
see Wetstein? As to the corresponding }/) xwn, see Schoettgen, Hor. p. 
804. . 

Ver. 16.."0re] since, indeed, ye also already in Thessalonica, etc. It is argu- 
mentative, namely, outbidding the early definition of date éy dpy@.... 
Maxedoviac, in ver. 15, by one even antecedent, and thus serving more amply 
to justify that. specification of time,* for which purpose the ér specifying — 
the reason, was quite sufficient, and (in opposition to. Hofmann’s objec- 
tion) no yéo was necessary. The opinion of Wiesinger, that ér: «7.4, is 


intended to explain that it was only with the aid sent after Paul at a. dis- 


tance that the readers had entered into such a connection with the 
apostle as is previously mentioned, is bound-up with the untenable inter-. 
pretation of é7A40ov as pluperfect. The rendering of dre by that (Rhein- 
wald, Matthies, Hoelemann, van Hengel, Rilliet, de Wette, Liinemann, 
Weiss) is to be set aside, because, while the emphatic oidare sat tyeic, ver. 
15, accords doubtless with the exclusion of other churches in ver, 15, it 


does not aceord with ver. 16 (“ ye also know that ye have sent... to me!”’),: 


to which it would stand in an illogical relation, even apart from the un- 


— ealled-for dnversion of the order of time, which would result. Hofmann’s ex- 


planation, which makes ér: in ver. 16 parallel to the ér: in ver. 15 and places 
it in causal relation to otdare, falls with his erroneous view of yer, 15—The 
xai before éy pean for which Hinsch, following Baur, thinks that he finds 
a reference in 2 Cor. xi. 9, is the simple also in the sense of also already; 
a climax as regards. tine4—v Ocooad.] is not. used, in the sense of the 
bearers having arrived, for etc, for there is no certain instanceof diooréA-, 
Aew or réurev with év in this sense (Thue. vii. 17 must, with Becker and 
‘Kruger, be read: é ry ZuceAiav); but the preposition is used from the 
standpoint of the receiver : “also at Thessalonica (when I was there) ye sent 
to me.” ‘Thus this sending took place in Thessalonica.®—kai awak nab dic] 


Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 18. The conception. is: “when the first aid arrived 
5 


the éréupare had taken place onee ; when the second arrived, it had taken 
place both once and twice.” Paul has not written di¢ merely, nor yet drag 


‘ 


1Dem, 385. 11; 2 Macesi. 14; and see Krii- lio, and others) have thought. This view is 
ger on Thue. tii. 46, 3. also at variance with the specification of time 
2Comp, Plat. Rep. p. 382-A..Bz yamddoors. - dre ééfa@ov, ver. 15; for Paul ahode several 





ic. HY ATs. 
3If Banr had noticed this correct logital 


connection, he would not have made an. im- — 


proper use of our passage to fortify his opinion 


“of the affair of the. aid being an invented inci- - 


dent,—The same assistance which is meant in 


ver, 1b cannot be meant. in ver, 16, as some — 
“not attending to the xa (comp, Luther, Casta- 





weeks in Thessatonica (Acts xvii.2), and then 
there still followed his sojourn in Beroea 
(Acts xvii. 10 ff), ere he quitted Macedonia 
and traveled to Athens. 

4See Hartung, Partik, I. p. 135; ‘Kiibner, 


II. 2, p. 797. 


5 Comp. on Matt. x.16; Poppo.and Heneer 


on Thue: iv. 21.1. 
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x. die (1 Mace. ili. 80; Xen. Anad. iv. 7. 10), but by kat am. «. die he sets 
forth the repetition of the matter more emphatically, to the praise of his 
~ yeaders (Hartung, Purtikell. I. p. 144).’—eig. r. xpeiar' on behalf of the neces- 
sity, in order to satisfy it; comp. ii. 15. The article indicates the neces- 
sity that had been evisting in Paul’s case, On répat, used absolutely, 
comp. Acts xi. 29. What they sent, they knew. - 
~ Wer, 17. Just as in ver. 11 Paul anticipated a possible misunderstand- 
ing in respect to ver. 10, 80 here in reference to the praises contained in 
yer. 14 ff. This, he would say, is not the language of material desire, 
put, ete.—oby ore «7.A.] as in ver. 11: I do not mean by this to convey 
- that my desire is directed towards the gift (the emphasis being laid on 73 
déza)—this, namely, taken in and by itself—in which case the article 
means the donation accruing to him as the. case occurred, and the present 
émityra denotes the constant and characteristic striving after (Bernhardy, p. 
370): it is not my business, etc. The compound verb indicates by éxi the 
direction. Comp. on érirofd, i. 8, and on Matt. vi. 33; Rom. xi. 7. The 
view which regards it as strengthening the simple verl (studiose quaero, 80 
Hoelemann and others) is not implied in the context any more than the 
sense: insuper quaero (Polyb. i. 5. 8); 80 van Hengel, who indelicately, 
. and notwithstanding the article, explains 70 déua as still more gifts. aan’ 
Ue lest gamete) LNG repetition of the verb after dad makes the contrast stand 
eee tO souk independently with special emphasis ; comp. Rom, viii. 15; 1 Cor, ii. 
- T+ Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL. p. 187.—rbv kaprov ata] This is what Paul 
. ~~ desires, towards which his wishes and endeavors are directed: the fruit 
ie “which abounds to your account; not, therefore, a gain which he wishes to 
have for himself, but gain for the Philippians, So completely is his 
anityreiv devoid of any selfish aim,—which, however, would not be the case, 








tion, that the saprég must be something which Paul himself desires to 
have; the notion of émitnrd is anquiro, appeto, and this indeed applies to 
personal possession in the negative half of the sentence; but then the 
~gecond half expresses. the real state of the case, which does away with the 
“notion of selfishness:—The xapréc itself cannot be the fruit.gf the gospel 
(Ewald), or of the labor of the apostle (Weiss) ; but, in accordance with the 
- context, only the fruit of the ddua, that is, the dlessing which acerues from 
the gift to the givers; comp. on ver. 15, By this is meant? the divine re- 
-eompense at the judgment (2, Cor. ix. 6), which they will then receive, as if 
it were the product of their account, for their labor of love (Matt, xxv. 
84). This. produce of their déua is figuratively conceived as_frud, 
_ which is largely placed to the eredit of their account, in order to be 
‘drawn by them at the day of harvest (comp. also Gal. vi. 7 ff.).. Comp. 























oo 1 Comp. kal Sis kat tpis, Plat. Phaed. p. 03 ~ plus, Museulus, Piseator, Zanchins; Flatt and 
DPhil. p.59 E; Herod. ii-121, fil 48. The ~ Rheinwald mingle. together heterogeneous 
opposite: obx dag ov8% Sis, Plat. Clit. p. ideas); for only the fruit of the dda canbe 
ea eee -meant, not the 8éua itself as fruity which. is 
produced in the shape of the love gift (Hof- 
















Not the active manifestation of the Christian 
ies Rilliet, Hofmann; comp. V. 






- ff the érdyrd 73 déua were. true. This applies against Hofmann’s objec-—. 
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ver, 19, In substance it is the treasure in heaven that is meant (Matt. xix. 
21, vi. 20), which will be received at the Parousia. Comp.-on Col. i. 5. 
The figurative ec Adyov tua», which here also is not to be understood, 
with Bengel, Storr, Flatt, Rilliet, and others, as equivalent to cig duac, is 
the completion of the figure in ver. 15; although there is no need to ex- 
plain caprdé¢g as interest (Salmasius, Michaelis, who thinks in rieovdé, of 
compound interest, Zichariae, Heinrichs), because it is difficult to see why 
Paul, if he used this figure, should not have applied to it the proper 
term (rdxec), and because the idea of interest is quite alien to that of the 
ddua (a present)—r. wheoval. sig Adyov ipov] [XXII k.] to be taken 
together (see above); ele states the destination of the waeorat.. Van Hen- 
gel and de Wette needlessly break up the passage by coupling eg Ady. tu. 
with éméyra, because rieovdfey with eic is not used elsewhere by Paul 
(not even 2 Thess. i. 3). The preposition is in fact not determined by the 
word in itself, but by its logical reference, and may therefore’be any one 
which the reference requires. ; 
Ver. 18. [XNIT/] Aé]. The train of thought is: “not the gift do I: 
seek, but the fruit (ver. 17); and as regards what has been received from 
you in the present instance, I have everything already, and need nothing 
further.” That this refers to the desire of the church to know what he 
possibly still needed (Hofmann), is a very unnecessary assumption.— | 
améyo Ob ravta] not: habeo autem omnia (Vulgate); not a mere acknow- 
ledgment of reecipt (Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Cornelius a Lapide, Heinrichs, | 
and others); nor yet equivalent to mepuccsto (Rheinwald); but, in keep- 
ing with the sense of the compound: I have everything away, so that I 
have nothing left to desire at your hands.) dere, therefore, according 
to the context (érgyré vr. déua, ver. 17), is: everything which I could desire, 
although there is no necessity for introducing specially, with Chrysostom 
and Oecumenius, ra Adewlévra tv 7O wapeAldvte ypdvo. The emphasis,” 
moreover, 18 laid, not on xdpra, but on aréyo, in contrast to érigyreiv.— 
Kai mepioceba] and my wants are thus so fully satisfied, that ZT have over.— 
meranpopar| forms a climax to wepio.: Iam full, | have abundance. The 
gift must have been ample; but gratitude sets this forth in all the. 
stronger a light. To weragp, is attached deSdpevog kt. A—éopqv ebwdiag 
«.7.4.] This apposition to ré rap’ tudr, expressing a judgment as to the 
latter (see on Rom. xi. 1), sets forth, to the honor of the givers, the rela- 
tion in which the gifts received stand towards God, by whom they are 
esteemed as « sacrifice well-pleasing to Him. As to écpy ebwdiag, smell of a 
sweet savor, TTIIN (genitive of quality), which is used of frec-will offer- 
ings, see on Eph. v. 2. It describes the thing according to its effect-on 
God, namely, that it is acceptable to Wim; @votay «.7.2., however, describes 
it according to what it is—dexryy, ebdpeot.] acceptable, well-pleasing, a 
vividly asyndetic climax (on the former, comp. Ecclus. xxxii. 7); 76 6&6, 
however, applies to the whole apposition dcujv.... ebap. The asyndetic 


“Comp. Philem. 153 Matt. vi. 2, 4, 163 Luke Hi “94, 17; Jacohs. ad Anthot, VIL. pp. 276, 
wil2t; Calllm. ep, 22;-Arvian. Epiet. iti, 2.18, 208, |. eer 
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Homer. onward.!. As to the view, origina ting: in the O. T.,. which regards 
- works well-pleasing to God as ethical sacrifices, see the expositors on 
- Rom. xiie 1; 1 Pet. ii. 5; Heb. xiii. 162 ; 

“> Ver, 19. The thought starts from 76 0e¢. But God, to aon your 
gift stands in the relation of such a sacrifice, will recompense you—Paul 
says 6-d8 Osd¢ pov (comp. i. 3), because he himself had been the recipient 
of that which they had brought as a sacritice pleasing to God; as his God 

- (to whom he belongs and whom he serves, comp. on Rom. i. 8), therefore, 


will God: carry out. the recompense,—rhypoaet] used with significant ref 


erence to werdfp., ver. 18, according to the idea of recompense. Not, 
however, a wish (hence also in Codd. and in the Vulgate the reading 
> tanpa@ca), as Chrysostom, Luther, and others take it, but a promise.—~ 
“ricay xpeiav duor}] likewise corresponding to the service which the 
readers had rendered; for they had sent ele tiv ypeiay (ver. 16) of the 
apostle. To be understood as: every need which ye have, not merely 
bodily (go usually, following Chrysostom, who explains it as the fulfillment 
of the fourth petition; also van Hengel, de Wette, Wiesinger), and not 
merely spiritual (Pelagius, Rillict, also mainly Weiss), but as it stands : 
every need. It is not, however, an earthly recompense which is meant 
(Elofinann), but (comp. on ver. 17) the reconipense dn the Aessith’s king- 
_ dom, where, in the enjoyment: of the cwrypia, the highest satisfaction of 
every need (comp. on rdyp. xpeiav, Thue. i. 70. 4, and Wetstein in loc) 
"shall have set in amidst the full, blessed sufficiency of the eternal Ca} 
~~ (comp. Rom. viii. 17 f; Rev. xxi. 4) There are specifications of this 


c - satisfaction in the beatitudes of the Sermion on the Mount, Matt. v. ; 


‘comp. especially the xopraatijceate and yeAdoere, Luke vi. 21, also the ob 
0) dupian eig Tov aiava in John-iv. 14, and the sarcastic xexapeouévor in 1 
Cor: iv. 8 That it is the Alessianic satisfaction in the Mewepia tie J8e Ene 
_ tev réxvey toi Ocov (Rom. viii. 21), in the possession of the mobrog rie 
O6Ene tHe KAnpovoniag avrot. (Eph. i. 18), which is to be thought of, Paul 
himself states by é» dé, which is to be taken as tastrumental (Eph. i, 23, 
v.18) and dependent on mayp.: with glory, wherehy the Messianic is ind 
cated. Hofmann also, though he rejects the instrumental view, comes 
_ ultimately to it: “ Therewith and thus will God fulfill all their need, in that 
: He gives them glor yes Others, who also corfeetly join .the words with 





L Atmel Od, iv., Anka 


eternal life, where man even beholds God, and 
















ddydns i iepoupyia. Tis av ely whhy Wuyis Oeobidons 
évoéBea;” passages. from ‘the punblae in 
; Schoettg. Hor, p. 1006. 


> dg out of place to Speak of want in that king- 






bliss of the kingdom the complete antlafa 
of every néed,’ Comp..Rev. vil. 16 £42 Timeiy 
Tf. Thus‘also is the perfect. then put in: 

lace of that which isin. pe 
the idea of the satisfaction of every, xpe 







-2Comp. Philo, de vit, Mos, UI. p. 151: n yap 


“Hofmann very irrelevantly objects that ib. 


“dom, But,just, infact, on that account is. the 


t.. Consequently ow 


where He is all in all; is anything but a“ mon- 
strous thought, Be 

4In order, liowever, to bring. ont of the pas- 
sage, notwithstanding this: év .dd£y, thie idea 
of a recompense in this life, Hofrnann makes. 
ddéa mean the glory of the children, of God 
which Renee sh ees vi and api is the 






ona" “Tustiad atsioh eee 
5; tet us keg clearly before us a how. 


‘juxtaposition of several epithets i is frequent also i in classical authors, from 
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oo 1 Ase de eset 
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_ tnp., take them as a modal definition: in a glorious way, that is, amply, — 
splendide, and the like. See Castalio, Beza, Calvin, and many others, in- 
cluding Hoelemann, van Hengel, Rilliet, de Wette, Wiesinger, Weiss. 
But what an indetinite yet peculiarly affected, and withal—by its so 
habitual reference elsewhere to the final judgment—misleading expres- 
sion would this be for so simple an idea!—And how far would: it be 
from the apostle’s mind, considering his expectation of the nearness. of 
the Parousia (comp. 1 Cor, vii. 29, 31), to promise on this side of it a hearty 
recompense, Which was to take place, moreover, é» Xpir@ "Iyood! An 
appeal is wrongly made to 2 Cor. ix. 8, where an increase of means for 
further .well-doing, to be granted through God’s blessing, and not the 
recompense, is the: point under discussion.. Others erroneously join év 
dd&y With 7d wdodrog abrod (Grotius, Storr, Flatt, Rheinwald, and others): 
“pro amplissimis suis divitiis, id est, potestate sua omnia excedente,” 
Heinrichs. It is true that éy défn might be attached without a connect-_ 
ing article (according to the combination «iovrety vy tax, 1 Tim. vi. 8; 
comp. 1 Cor. i.5; 2 Cor. ix. 11); but Paul always connects rictrog with 
the genitive of the thing, and mdoirog re déZy¢ In particular, said of God, 
is so constantly used by him, that it seems altogether unwarranted to as- 
sume the expression riodrog éy défy in this passage. See Rom. ix, 28; 
Eph. i. 18, iii, 16; Col. i. 27. He would have written : card rd mAodroc 
“rhe OdEn¢ abrot, comp. Rom. ix. 23.—xara 13 whobrog abrod] that is, in con- 
Sormity with His being so rich, and consequently having so much to give. 
comp. Rom. x. 12, xi. 83. This assures what is promised.—év Xpiord. 
“'Iyoot] definition annexed to wiypdce .. . ddf93 that which is promised 
has its causal ground i Christ, who by His work has acquired for be- 
lievers the eternal déa. Christ is, in fact, 7 Amie rio déEye, Col. 1. 27, 

Ver. 20, The conception of the superabundant salvation, which Paul 
has just promised from God, forces from his heart a doxology.—zrarpi] 
through Christ, in virtue of our vicfecia, Rom, viii. 15; Gal. iv. 5. Astor. 
06H K. warpl yu. comp. on Gal. i. 5.— déka] se, ety, the befitting glory. See 
on. Eph. iii. 21; Rom. xi. 86, xvi. 27, et al—eig rode alév. rév aidv.] Gal, i. 
53-1 Tim. 4) 173.2: Tim.. ive-18; Heb.. xiii, 21; 1 Pet. iv. 11, v.11, and 
frequently in Rev. As to the analysis of the expression, see on Eph. iil. 
21, 
- . Wy, 21-28. Tlavra dywv'] every one, no one in the church being excepted, 
—a point which is more definitely expressed by the singular.—év X. ’I.] 
is not to be joined to dyov (so usually, as by Rheinwald, Hoelemann, 
Matthies, van Hengel, de Wette, Ewald, Weiss, Hofmann), but belongs to 
donc. (comp. Rom. xvi. 22; 1 Cor. xvi. 19), denoting the specifically 


* 








great a weight in the very word of promise, 
which forms the conclusion of the épistle, lies 
in the fact.that the grand aimof alt promise and 


hope, i.e..the glory of eternal life. (Rom. v. 2, . 
Vill. 18, 21,ix. 23; 1 Cor. xv. 43; 2 Cor ive 175. 


; Col. iii. 45. and many other passages), is once 
more presented to the reader's view. 


1Sinece Paul does not here express, as in 
other cases (Rom. xvi. 17; 1 Cor. xvi. 20; 2 
Cor. xiii. 12), the conception of mutual saluta- 
tion (4AA#Aous), he has in aewdéoacde had in 
view the immediate recipients of the epistle 
(presbyters and deacons, i. 1). , 80. also. 1: 


. Thess. v. 26. 
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Christian salutation, in conveying Ww ich ne: consciousness lives in Christ. 


| This is the connection adopted by Ambrosiaster, Estius, Heinrichs, Rillict, 





Wiesinger, Schenkel, and J. B, Lightfoot, and it is the right one, sinee 


“with dy. it is self-evident that Christians are meant, and there would be 


no motive for specially expressing this here, as there was, for instance, in 


‘the address i 1, where roig dyloig év X. “I. bears a certain formal chinvditer. 


ol. ctv gol del] is the narrower circle of those Christians who were 
round the apostle in Rome, including x also the official colleagues who were 
with him, though there is no ground for understanding these alone (Chry- 


-gostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, and many others), Grotius even point- 


ing distinctly to Timothy, Linus, and Clement. The difficulty, which has 


“been raised in this case by a comparison of ii. 20, is unfounded, since, in 


fact, the expression in ii. 20 excludes neither the giving of a salutation 
nor the mention of brethren; groundless, therefore, are the attempted 
solutions of the difficulty, as, for example, that of Chrysostom, that either 
ii. 20 is meant ob wepl roy dv rH wéde, or that Paul od mapairetrat Kai robrouc 
adeApode xadeiy (comp. Oecumenius, who brings forward. the latter as a 
proof of the omdyyve of the apostle). Misapprehending this second and 
in itself correct remark of Chrysostom, van Henyel insists on a distinction 
being drawn. between two classes of companions in office, namely, travel- 


ing companions, such as Luke, Mark, Titus, Silas, and those who were 





























resident in the places where the apostle sojourned (among whom van Lengel 


reckons in Rome, Clement, Euodia, Syntyche, and even Epaphroditus), 
-and holds that only the latter class is here meant. The limits of the 
narrower circle designated by ol ody ewot ad. are not at all to be definitely 


drawn. Estius well SAYS: “Qui... mihivineto ninistrant, qui me visi- 


~ tant, qui mecum hic in evangelio laborant.”—rdvree of dyor] generally, 


all Christians who are here; comp, on 2 Cor. xiii, 12; 1 Cor, xvi. 20.— 


pddvora dé] but most of all, pre-eminently; they have requested the apostle 


to give special prominence to their salutation. Whether these persons 
stood in any. personal relations to the Philippians, remains uncertain. It 
is enough to assume that Paul had said to them much that was hpnor- 


able concerning the church to which he was about to write—ol x ri 


Kaicapoc oixiac] se. ayo, as is plain from the connection with the preceding 
(in. opposition to Hofmann): those from the emperor's house (irom the Pala- 


~ tum, see Bottger, Beitr. 1. p. 49) who belong to the saints. We haye to 


think of probably inferior seruants of the emperor (according to Grotius, 


~ Hitzig, and others: freedmen), who dwelt, or at least were employed, in the 
palace, In this way there is no need for departing from the immediate 


meaning of the word, and taking it in the sense of household (lofmann). 
In no ¢ase, however, can we adopt: as'the direct meaning of cisia the sense 
of domestic servants, a meaning which it does not bear even in Xen. Mem. 


ik Pe 8; Seseph: Antt. xvi. 5, 83. and Tac. Hist, il; 025% domestic servants 


1¢ mp. Plat. Critias p. 108 D: Tavs: TE ENov meio’ of the. emperor: in. domunm Caesarie 
L aH Kal-r& pddtora, Meyoodeny. . transgressi.” ~ Comp. > Herodian, tii. 10: \9- 
re Ibds said of those who entered. tk rptv eis. 7d) v Bac. vx ecov alkap: mn peNet 
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would be olxereia. Others have taken oisia, in accordance with current 
usage, as fumily (1 Cor. xvi. 15, and frequently), and have understood kins- 
men of the emperor, a meaning which in itself seems by no means shown 
by Philo in lace. p. 190 A to be at variance with linguistic usage! (in 
opposition to Hofmann). So recently Baur, whe needed this point for his 
combinations against the genuineness of the epistle, and van Hengel.? But 
apart from the fact that through Nero himself this family was greatly dimin- - 
ished, and that conversions. among those related to the emperor were d 
priori (comp. also 1 Cor. 1. 26 ff) very improbable, doubtless some histori- 
cal traces of such a striking suecess would have been preserved in 
tradition’. Matthies, quite arbitrarily, understands the Praetorians, as if 
Paul had written: of é« rob xpactwpiov (i. 13). This also applies, in oppo- 
sition to Wieseler, Chronol. ¢. apostol. Zeitalt. p. 420, who, considering the 
Praetorium to be a portion of the palace (see remark on i. 13), thinks the 
apostle alludes especially to the Praetorians: Those who transfer the 
epistle to Caesarea (see Introduction, 22), suppose the Practorium of Herod 
in that place to be intended, and consequently also think of Practorians, 
Acts xxiii. 85 (Paulus, Bottger); or (so Rilliet) taking otx/a as famelia, of 
administrators of the imperial private domain, called Cuesariani or Pro- 
curdlores—a view against which the plural should have jvarned them ;. or 
even of “the family of the imperial freedman Felix” (Thiersch). What 
persons, moreover, Were meant (various of the older expositors have even 
included Seneca among them), is a point just as unknown to us, as it was 
1 For in Philo lc, it is said regarding Herod 
Agrippa; ¢ Even though he were not king, but 
only one of the emperors kinsmen (é« ris 


Strom believing members of the imperial house in 
the plural,” ete. Thus does criticism, depart: 
ing from the solid ground of history, loge it- 





Kaloapos oixtas), it would still be necessary. to 
prefer and honor him.” 

2Whether Chrysostom and his sneeessors 
understood here mentbers of the imperial fam- 
tly, is. a matter of doult, At all events Chry- 
sostom does not take the word itself, ot«a, as 
amity, bat explains it hy 7é BariAea, paiace, 
and fiffds in the salutation a purpose of en- 
couragement: ei yap ot év roils BactAciows wav- 
Trav karebpdvyoay Sia tov Bagtdda THY ovupavay, 
 WOAAG waAAOV alrods xXpy TOUTE worety, . Comp. 
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact. 

8 Certainly Baur believes that he has found 
these traces in sufficient number, .. Flavius 
Clemens, namely, was a kinsman of Domitian 
(see on ver.3).. Now, since out of ¢his Clement 
grew the Clemens Romanus of Christian tra- 
dition, the latter also must have been a kins- 
man 6f the imperial family, as indeed the 


Hoinil. Clement. iv. 7, comp. xiv. 10, designate — 


him as évip mpas -yévous TiBepiov Katoapos. 


He; therefore, would: be exactly the man, in 
whom Christianity was represented in the: 
cirele of the imperial house itself. -“ Con- - 
cluding from. one that there were several, the 
author of the epistle might.make his aposile write © 


“earnest salutations to the church in Philippi 


self m the atmosphere of subjective inven _ 
tions, where hypothesis finds no longer either 
support or limit. Indeed, Baur now. goes 
further beyond all hounds (IT. p. 69), and dis- 
eovers that the mention of Clement even 
throws @ new light over the whole plan of the 
epistle. With this Clement, namely, and the 
participation, as attested by him, of the impe- 
rial house. in the gospel, is given the mpoxor} 
rod evayy. (i. 12), and with the latter the feel- 
ing of  joyfulness, which expresses. itself 
throughout the epistle as the ground-tone of 
the apostle (ii. 17 f, comp. fii, 1, iv. 1, 4, 10), and 
which is again and again the refrain of each 
separate section. Only by the preponderance 


of this feeling is-it to. be explained that the 


author makes his apostle even express the - -. 
hope of a speedy liberation (ii. 24). But with - 

this joy there is also blended, with a neutral- - 

izing effect, the idea of a nearly approaching 
death, i. 20-24, and this divided state of mind 
between life and death betrays an author 
“who had already before his eyes-as an actual 
fact the end of the apostle, which was so far from 


harmonizing with all. these presuppositions.” 


4See generally on “Paul and Seneca,” and 


the apocryphal fourteen Latin letters ex» 
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- Say,it is “not without plausibility.’ Grimm (Lex. N.T.), as Meyer states in his — 
“nate, adopts: it. So also Jatho. W. and H. place. the word as a proper name 





: “ehanged between ihe. Bau? in Hilgenfeld’s : 2 be 268 ff, B27 fh; latest edition of the text of 


- these eplatiey. in the Theol, Quartalsehr, 1867, 
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: well kn own. to the Philippians or heteaie known to them through Epaph- 


roditus, The general result is, that people from the imperial palace were 
Christians, and: that those could obtain access to the apostle probably with 
special ease and frequency ; hence their especial salutation. The question 
also, whether. one or another of the persons ; saluted in Rom. xvi. should 


he tinderstood as included here (see especially J. B. Lightfoot, p, 178 11), 
-must remain entirely undec cided. Calvin, moreover, well points to the 


working of the divine mercy, in that the gospel “in illam scelerum 
omnium et flagitiorum. abyssum penetraverit.”—}. xd Tt. rnp. *T, X.] see 
on Gal. i. 6—perd révtev bu.J Comp. Rom. xvi. 24;.1 Cor. xvi. 24; 2 Cor. 


“xl, 43: 2 Thess. i iii. 18; Tit. iii. 15. 


Norms sy American Eprror. 
XX. Vv. 1-3. 


(a) The direct connection of aore is, evidently, with the verses immediately 
preceding, and through them with iii. 17. The exhortation of that verse, how- 
ever, is founded, as we must believe, upon the verses which next precede it—at 
least, upon vy, 12-16; and as these verses are but the development of what goes 


before them, the thought is carried back to the early part of the third chapter— 


(b) obtwe orjxete. The connection being as above, citwe must refer to a standing 
fast in the Lord after the same manner with himself, and thus after the manner 


_ indicated in the preceding cliapter, especially vy. 7-11 and 12-16. The allusion 


in iil. 20 to the fact that “our woAfreuua is in heaven” as a reason for their imi- 


_. tating him, may possibly suggest that the Apostle had still in his mind the thought 
of modirebeode afiog rob ebayyedion (i. 27)—but rodlrevxya probably varies in its 

immediate sense here from that found in. the yerb of i, 27... The same thing may 

_ possibly be suggested, also, by the fact, that, as he turns to individual exhortations 
in ver, 2ff, his first expression is ppoveiy rd aitd (comp, ii, 2).—(e) The facet that. 
.a digression or an inserted passage begins with ili. 2 and extends through the third 
chapter, or even includes iv. 1, and the fact that ver. 4 cakes oF the closing words 


of Hi. 1a, yaipere tv xupio, point to the conclusion. that vy. 2, 3 have a sorfew hat 
closer connection with ver. 1, and thus that the exhort: sons of these verses are 
“special ones to: the individuals named, which are deemed. essential.to their stand~ 
ing in the Lord as they should ~—(d) The view of Meyer with regard to the word 
obfvye is adopted by Canon Farrar (Life of St. Paul) and considered favor: ably by 
- Alford, who hesitates between it and that which stipposes some fellow-laborer of 
the. Apostle (as Timothy or Epaphroditus) to be referred to. Conyb, and Howson 


in their margin... It is not improbably the correct view. The reference of the 
word to Epaphroditus seems ver 'y improbable, especially if he was the bearer of the 
-spistle to Philippi. - At is difficult to believe that the Apostle would have written 





in his’ letter an ‘exhortation of this character, and i in this form, to au Poy who Je 


chr 1858, 2. 85. Reuss-in- “Heraog’s Ei : 
‘same q. B. Lightfon Oe LL Dp G00 ft 
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was with him at the time of writing, and was himself to carry it to the church. 
The supposition that there was.a chief bishop in Philippi, and that Epaphroditus 
held this office, which is favored by some writers, cannot fairly be regarded as finding 
any sure support in this verse. If we consider the word as a proper name, every 
difficulty is removed, and there is no objection to this view except the fact that 
the name is not found elsewhere, ‘This fact must t be allowed its proper weight, 
but is by no means decisive. 


XXI. Vv. 4-9. 


(a) Rv. translates yaipere rejoice, in the text, but adds a marginal note, Or 
farewell, A.B. V. omits this marginal note, . Lightf. combines the two meanings 
in the word, regarding it as both a parting benediction and an exhortation. 

_This view, however, is opposed by the following considerations: (1) the fact that 
joy and rejoieing appear as very prominent thoughts in the epistle; (2) the 
improbability that, alter having once used the expression in the sense of farewell, 
and then, under some influence, having been led to add a passage covering a 
whole chapter, he should again use it so Jong before the end of the letter; (3) the 

somewhat close connection of. vv. 6-8, in their: fundamental. thought, with the 


idea of joy in the Lord; (4) the use of the words rejoiced (or, as epist. aorist,— 


rejoice) in the Lord in ver. ‘10, where the words, of course, cannot have the sense of 
farewell, The waa points backward to iii, 1,and so the yalpete of that verse 
also has only the meaning rejoice.—(b) 1d ércemég (7 érwixere 2 Cor. x. 1; Acts 
xxiv. 4) is explained by Trench (Syn. N. T.) as “that yieldingness which recog- 
nizes. the impossibility which formal law will be in, of anticipating and providing 
for all those cases that will emerge and present themselves to it for decision, ... 
which therefore urges not its own rights to the uttermost.” He derives it from 
eixw to yield. Webster (Syn. N. I.) gives the adjective the sense of making allow- 
anee, forbearing, not insisting on, just rights. Grimm, L & §, and others, deriving 
from eixdés, regard the adj..as meaning Jitttng, suitable, reasonable, gentle, and the 
noun as signifying reasonableness, fairness, equity, gentleness, The word moderation 
by which it is translated in this place by A. V., though akin to it, is a more gen- 


eral word, and does not answer to its distinctive meaning, In Acts xxiy. 4, it 


“means clemency; in 2 Cor. x. 1. gentleness, This latter word is given by R. V. as 
a mattinal rendering here, while forbearance is placed in the text. Possibly the 
two ideas may be combined, or possibly the Apostle had in mind the thought of 


reasonableness, as contrasted with the strict pressing for, and insisting upon, one’s 


own rights in one’s dealing with others. 

‘(c) Ver. 5 b. In view of the usage of Paul respecting the word «épeo¢g and ihe 
kindred expressions elsewhere (comp. especially Rom. xiii. 11; 1 Cor. xvi. 22), 
there can be little doubt that the reference in this sentence is to the second comiug, 
which Bp. Ellicott says, “the inspired apostle regards as nigh,” though he adds “yet 
not necessarily as immediate, or to happen in his own life-time.” W. and H. 


place a period before these words and a colon after them: thus apparently indi- | 


cating their opinion to be that they belong with the following exhortation. 
Tisch., on the other hand, places a colon before the words and a period after them, 
and favors a connection with what goes before. Alf., Ell, and some others would 
connect with both the preceding and following sentences. This last view may 
probably be. correct, as, in this way, the words. become a sort of uniting link, to 


bind the whole passage together, In relation to. what -precedes—the fact of the 
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ae Lord’s coming would be a natural motive for the reasonableness referred to. The 
‘right adjustment of all things would then take place, and, in the intervening time, 
the Christian might well be ériecje, With regard to what follows—the same 
» thought would tend to free their minds from anxiety ahd give them peace in all 
-elreumstances. vo ae ; Tei Beh ce 
(d) The view of Meyer respecting fepysvare (which he also maintains in Matt. 
~ yi, 25) is inconsistent with the N.'T. idea of this word—which is not that of ceure, 
but of anzious care which distracts and harasses the soul. Comm, generally give 
the word the latter sense —(e) Lightf. agrees substantially, though not precisely, 
with Meyer as to the meaning of imepéyouca mavra vouv, He says. “ surpassing 
‘every device or counsel of man, i.e. which is far better, which produces a higher 
satisfaction, than all ‘punctilious self-assertion, all anxious forethought.” Lumby, 
with a similar view, says, “It is better than all that the wit of man or his fore 
thought can devise, and therefore to be preferred before the results which can be 








guined by over-anxiety for worldly things.” The explanation of Meyer, if this 


general view be adopted, is perhaps nearer to the exact sense of the words — 
“which is able more than any [human] reason to elevate above all solicitude.” 
The trepé very according to this view is, as Meyer says, a tvepéyen ri duvapee, The 
decision between this explanation of the words and the more common one-—“ passes 
‘the power of the human understanding to comprehend it”~—will depend largely 
on the question whether the words “and the peace of Goil,” &e, are to he regarded 
asa ground for the exhortation “be not anxious, bui,” &e., or simply as an added 
assurance or promise. If the latter is what the Apostle intends, as seems probable, 
‘the ‘incomprehensibleness of the Divine peace may most fitly be presented to the 
reader's thought—(/') gpovpioet is, as Meyer remarks, quite general in its appli- 
a cation ; and yet we can scarcely doubt, in view of the main idea of. the two 
verses, that the guarding which should keep the mind tranquil, whatever might 
occur, was prominent in the Apostle’s thought as he made use of the general ex- 
pression which would also cover the whole sphere of life. 
(g) That vy. 8, 9 belong to the sume passage or paragraph with the preceding 
verses is rendered probable both by 76 Aourdv and the elosing words of ver®, TS Aor 
dv, by the position which it holds, must—even if suggested by the same phrase in ii, 
























the exhortations just given. The designation of God as the God of peace un- 

-doubtedly points backward to the pence spoken of in ver. 7, These verses, thus, 

contain a concluding and comprehensive exhortation, which most appropriately 
» gathers up into itself the whole sum of Christian morality—the whole sum of what, 
in such an affectionate and personal letter, the writer would urge upon his readers, 
. ‘To think of and to do these things—to meditate upon them as characteristic of 
Christian living, and practise them as they had heard them presented in his 
teaching, or seen them exemplified in his manner of life—would make them 
_ always rejoice in the Lord, and. would make his own joy complete; and this re- 
 ult—the perfecting of their joy and his—was what he hoped to accomplish by 
his letter, Ey Oh Pe Fa ren ; | 





épnv may be an epist, aor., or it may refer 
i ved.—(c) Meyer's explanation of 






I, and looking towards an ending of the epistle—have a certain final relation. to. 


























aveSd2ere as used intransitively is, undoubtedly, to be adopted, His arguments 
for the reference of it to the revival of their prosperity, rather than of their care- 
taking love, are strong and render that reference not improbable. But they cannot 
be regarded as decisive, inasmuch ag the impulse to aid him, which was awakened 
into activity by the opportunity offered through the journey of Epaphroditus to 
Rome, might suitably be spoken of as a reviving of their interest,and this without | 
denying the continued existence, during all the past period, of such an interest as 
would have been equally active, had a similar opportunity presented itself at any 
time.—(d) As to Meyer’s view respecting the construction of rd trép éuot-as re- 
lated to gpovelv, there is much more room for question. His explanation of this 
point is ingenious, and it must be allowed to be possibly correct. But the separa- 
tion of the infinitive from the article is not in accordance with the ordinary usage 
in such cases, and, as Ell. remarks, it involves a somewhat undue emphasis on 
dimép tuod. It is certainly not necessary to adopt Meyer's construction because 
of the point which he urges in connection with the relative @, for this pronoun— 
even if td belongs to @povetv—miay refer, not indeed grammatically, but accord- 
ing to the sense, to that which is suggested in trip évoi, namely, Pata well- 
being—(¢) The determination of the reference of dxapeiofe—whether to the un- 
favorable condition of their means, or to the want of an opportunity for sending a 
*‘gift--will be in accordance with the view taken of dvedddere. In itself considered, 
the verb yap would seem, by its derivation and fundamental meaning, to: fivor 
the luter idea rather than the former.—(f) farépyaw (ver, 11) refers, as Meyer 
gays, to the subjective state of need, the felt want. This is indicated by the whole 
passage from ver. 11 to ver, 13—(g) suatov. This verb shows that the result here 
mentioned was what his experience and the progress of years had accomplished 
for him. Me had learned to be in that state of mind which he had just commended 
to his readers in vv. 6,7. WTe had been fully initiated into the mystery of it 
(eEplnpa)——(h) isxio révra ig a general expression, starting, no douht, from the 
thought of the things just alluded to, but reaching out beyond these into the whole 
range of the Christian lif fe—(i) BAe The Apostle has learned to. he content in 
tribulation, but not to. regard it as other than it is; to be self-suffi¢ing, so far as 
dependence on aid from other men is concerned, but not to be indifferent to the 
love shown in ‘such aid, or regardless of the Christian duty and fitness of rendering 
it to those in distress—(j) Tt seems unnecessary to explain ddoewg Kal Aippeog as 
Meyer does, The giving of money on the part of the Philippians and the re- 
ceiving of it on Paul’s part make the two sides of the account and sufficiently an- 
swer the demands of the figure—(k) In ver. 17 the words et¢ Adyor tudy must be 
connected in thought with the same expression in ver. 15. We must explain xap- 
wév accordingly, Te declares that he does not desire the gift, as placed on the 
receiving side of the account between himself and them, but, in the blessing which 
it will bring to the giver, as placed on the giving side. Kaprév refers to the recom- 
pense to be divinely bestowed at the end; perhaps also, to the blessing whieh at- 
‘tends and. follows benevolence in this life. Ver. 19 makes the former reference 
probable, to. the exclusion of the latter—(J) The 18th and 19th verses very. 
strikingly exhibit the love which the Apostle had for the Philippian Chureh and 
the lose relations of friendship in which they stood to each other. The ground 
‘of the doxology in ver. 20, as we may believe, is the j doy which he had in the 
thought, that such an abundant supply of every want of the hearts of these loved 
and senarons friends would be given them Py oe in the glory of the future. 














THE 


EPISTLE OF PAUL 10 THE COLOSSIANS. 


INTRODUCTION? 
SEC. I—THE CHURCH. 


ITH. the exception of the Epistle to the Romans, the letter now 
before us is the only one of all the epistles of Paul that have 
been preserved, which is addressed to a chureh that was 
, neither founded by Paul himself nor even subsequently visited 
by him in person (see on i. 7, ii. 1), although the Colossian Philemon 
was his immediate disciple (Philem. 19), and the Book of Acts relates 
_ that the apostle passed through Phrygia on two occasions (Acts xvi. 6, 
xvii, 23). There,in Phrygia Magna on the Lycus, was situate Kolossae,, 
or Kolussae (sce the critical remarks on i. 2). 





It is designated by Herodo- 
tts, vii. 80, a8 wéAce peydan, and by Xenophon, Anad. i. 2. 6, as ebdaiyav ke 
peydhn § but, subsequently, as compared with the cities of Apamea and 
Laodicea which had become great (ueyiorat .... ré2ec, Strabo xii. 8, p. 576), 
it became so reduced, that it is placed by Strabo, /. ¢., only in the list of 
the Phrygian toaicuara, and by Pliny, NV. H. v. 41, only among the oppida, 
although celebersima. According to the Eusebian Chronicle and Oros. vii. 
7, italso was visited by the earthquake which, according to Tacit. Ann. xiv. 
27, devastated Laodicea. This took place not so late as the tenth year of 
_ Nero’s reign (Eus. Chron.), or even the fourteenth (Orosius), but, accord- 
ing to Tacitus, in the seventh—about the same time with the composition 


1See Hofmann, Introduct. in leetionem ep. P. 
ad Col: Lips. 1749; Bohmer, Isagoge in ep. ad 


Col. Berol. 1829;°Mayerhoft, Der Brief an d.- 

Kol. kritisch geprift, Berlin, 1838; Wiggers, a 
» Verheds Ap. Peau d. christl. Gem. in olin the 
“Stud. u. Krit, 1838, p. 165 ff; Leo Montet, 


13° 


Introd.in ep. ad Col, 1841; Klépper, De orig. ep. 


' ad Eph, et Col. 1853; Weiss in Herzog's Eneykl. 


XIX, p.717 8; Schenkel in his Bibetlew, IIT. 


-p. 565; Holtamann, Krit. der Epheser- und 
| Kolosserbriefe, 1872. aed 
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ns of our gplatle, ‘perhaps shaitly “ahetwarde as. the ae is not 
“mentioned in it. In the Middle Ages the city was again flourishing 
under the name Chonae (Theophylact and Occumenius on i. 2; Constant. 
Porphyr. Them. i. 3); it is im the present day the village of Chonus (see 
Pococke, Morgent. IIT. p. 114; and generally, Mannert, Geogr. VI. 1, p. 
127 f.; Bohmer, Isag. p. 21 ff; Steiger, p. 18 ff). 

By show the church—which consisted for the most part of Gentile 
Christians, i. 21, 27, ii. 18—was founded, is not wnknown; Epaphras is 
indicated by 1.7 fas its founder, and not merely as its specially faithful 
and zealous teacher. See the remark after i.7f£ That it had received 
and accepted the Pauline gospel, is certain from the whole tenor of the 
-epistle. It may be also inferred as certain from ii. 1 compared with Acts 
xviii. 28, that the téme of its being founded was subsequent to the visit to 
Phrygia in Acts xviii. 23. From. the address (i. 2) we are not warranted 
to infer (with Bleek), that the body of Christians there had not yet been 
constituted into a formal church; comp..on Rom. i. 7. It was so 
numerous, that it had a section assembling in the house of Philemon 
(Phil em. 2). 


* 


SEC. IL—OCCASION, AIM, TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION, 
CONTENTS. 


The apostle had received through Epaphras, who had come to him (i. 
SAIN 12; Philem. 93), detailed accounts of the condition of the church, 


and of its perils and needs at that time, whereby he found himself. 


induced—and the removal of Epaphras from the church at the moment 
‘certainly made the matter appear all the more urgent—to despatch 
- Tychicus, an inhabitant of Asia Minor (Acts xx. 4), to Colossae, and to 
. send with him this epistle (iv. 7 f, comp. Eph. vi. 21£). Tychicus was 
also 'to visit the Ephesians, and to convey the letter written at the sume 
time to them (see on Eph. Introd. 32). Tychicus was despatched at the 
same time with Onesimus, the Colossian slave (iv. 9), who had to deliver 


ae to his. master Philemon the well-known letter: from the apostle (Philem. 


11 ¢ ). Doubtless Onesimus also—who had. come, although still as a 
heathen, from Colossae’ to: Paul—brought with him accounts as to the 
state of matters there, as ‘he: had been a servant in a Christian household 
amidst lively Christian intercourse: (Philem. 2). 

CTs accordance ‘with these. circumstances giving occasion to the letter, 
the aim of the apostle was not. merely to ‘con, firm the church generally in 
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which it was threatened. The false teachers whom he had in view were 
Jewish-Christians ; not, however, such as those who, as in Galatia and in 
the neighborhood of Philippi (Phil. iti. 2 ff.), restricting themselves to. 
the sphere of legal requirement and especially of the necessity of cireum-| 
cision, did ay ray with Christian. freedom, the foundation of which is 
justification by faith,—but such as had mixed wp Christian Judaism with 
iheosophic speculation. While they likewise adhered to circumcision (ii. 
11), and to precepts as to meats and feasts (ii. 16), to the prejudice. of 
Christ’s atoning work (ii. 18 ff), they at the same time—and this forms 
their distinctive character—put forward a philosophy as to the higher spirit- 
world, with the fancies and subtleties of which (ii. 18) were combined, as 
practical errors, a conceited humility, worship of angels, and unsparing 
bodily asceticism (ii. 20-238)—extravagances of an unhealthy Gnosis, that 
could not fail to find a fruitful soil in the mystico-fanatical character of 
the Phrygian people, which served as an appropriate abode formerly for 
the orgiastic cultus of Cybele, and subsequently for Montanism.’ These 
‘theosophists, however, came most keenly into cohflict with the exalted 
yank and the redeeming work of Christ, to whom they did not leave His 
full divine dignity (as seéy rot Qeud 7.2, 1. 15 {f.), but preferred to assign 
to Him merely a rank in the higher order of spirits, while they ascribed 
to the angels a certain action in bringing about the Messianic salvation, 
‘entertaining, probably, at the same time, demifurgic ideas as to the creation 
of the world. We must not conclude from i, 18, i. 12, that they also 
rejected the resurrection of Christ; into.such an finer tant point as this Paul 
would have entered directly and at length, asin 1 Cor. xv. But that in 
‘dualistic fashion they looked on matter as evil, may be reasonably inferred 
from their adoration of spirits, and from their asceticism mortifying the 
body, as well as from the at all events kindred phenomenon of later 
Gnosticism. 

Attempts have been made. in very different ways to ascertain more 
precisely the historical character of the Colossian false teachers, and on 
this point we make the following remarks: (1) They appear as Jewish- 
Christians, not as Jews (in opposition to which see ii. 19), which they were 
held to be by Schoettgen, Eichhorn, and others, some looking on them as 
Pharisees (Schoettgen ; comp. Schulthess, Engelwelt, p. 110 £.); others, as 
indirect opponents of Christianity through the semblance of more than 


‘Phe theosophic tendency, which haunted 7 Galatians, of arguments derived from the 0. T. 
~ Cologse, may help to explain the factthat Paul The epistle contains no aaa from Forip- 
_ does not make use, as in the Epistle to the | _ ture, 
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earthly sanctity (Eichhorn) ; others, as adherents of the Alexandrine Neo- 
--Platonism , (doctrine of the Logos) (xo Juncker, Kommentar, Introd. p. 48 
oe i he others, as Chaldaeans or ‘Magians (Hug); others, as. syncretistic 
: universalists, who would have allowed to Christ a subordinate position in 
_their doctrinal structure and passed Christianity off as a stage of Judaism 
(Schneckenburger, last in the Studd, w. Krit. 1882, p. 840 £.; in opposition 
to him, Rheinwald, de pseudodoct. Coloss. Bonn, 1834). Fiat as little were 
they adherents of a heathen philosophy, whethey they might be looked upon 
-as of the Epicurean (Clemens Alexandrinus), or of the Pythagorean 








school at all (Tertullian, Euthalius, Calixtus), (2) The right view of these 
false teachers, in accordance with history, necessarily carries us back to 





. Essenism. In opposition to the opinion that they were Christian Essenes 
* 0 Chemnitz, Zachariae, Storr, Flatt, Credner, Thiersch, histor. Standp. 
-p. 270 £, Ritschl, Ewald, Holdin: et al.), itis not to be urged that the 
- Essene washings, and various other peculiarities of Kssenism, remain 
unnoticed in the epistle; or that the secluded and exclusive character 
peculiar to this society, and the limitation of their abode to Syria-and 
_ Palestine, do not suit the ease of the Colossian heretics; or that the 












: hypoet isy, conceit, and perstiasi veness which belonged to the latter do not 
~ harmonize with the character of the Es ssenes, as it is otherwise attested, 


(Rom, xiv.), who likewise were Essene Jewish-Christians, only more 
: ‘unprejudiced and inoffensive than these Asiatics, whose peculiar character, 

which had already received a more Gnostic development and el laboration, 
was of a philosophic stamp, addicted to rhetorical art, full of work-piety 
es and hypocrisy, and therefore fraught with more danger to Pauline Chris- 
- tianity, the greater the opportunity they had, just then whilst the great 
» apostle was himself far away and in bonds, of raising their head. Now, 
if. at that time the Essene influence was not at all unfrequent among the 
WWE, and thence also among Jewish-Christians (see Ritschl, altkath Kirche, 
pe282 ff, and in the Theolog. Jabrb. 1855, p. 855), and if, beyond dowbt, the 
“oot of the Essenes—kindred with the Alexandrine philosophy, 
although in. origin Jewish—and their asceticism (sce 5 oseph, Bele. By 
Philo, Quod omnis probus liber, p. 876 ff; Euseb. Praep. ev. viii, 11 ff), a8 










Crednes , Beitr. E Pp 869), are ed n 1h j in, | accord with the characteristic 





-(Grotius), or of the Platonie and Stoie (Heumann) school, or of no definite 


. These difficulties are got rid of by comparison with the Roman ascetics — 


; well. as, their adherence to their tradition (Joseph. Le. ii, 8.7; comp. 
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accurately, as Gnostics addicted to an Essene tendency! This designation, 
however, is not to be taken in the sense of any subsequently elaborated 
system, but must be understood as intimating that in the doctrines of our > 
theosophists there were apparent the widely-spread, and especially in 
Exssenism strongly-asserted, elements of. Gnosticism, out. of which the 
formal Gnostic systems were afterwards gradually and variously developed 
(comp. Bohmer, Jsag. p. 56 ff.; Neander, Gelegenhcitsschr. p.40 ff.; Schott, 
Jsag. p. 272; Weiss, Le. p. 720; Grau, l.c.; Holtzmann, p. 296 ff; Clemens in 
Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1871, p. 418 ff). Among. the latter, the Cerinthian 
doctrine in particular is, in various points, closely allied with that com-. . 
bated in our epistle (comp. F. Nitzsch on Bleek, Vorles. p. 15 f£.; Lipsius, 
ad. Gnosticismus, 1860, p. 81 f), although we are not justified in 
considering with Mayerhoff that this, polemic was already directed 
against Cerinthus and his adherents, and thence arguing against the 
genuineness of the epistle. A similar judgment is to be formed regarding 
their relation to the Valentinians, who often appealed to the Epistle to the 
Ephesians; and Baur leaps much too 1 ypidly to a conclusion, when he 
thinks (Paulus, TL. p. 442) that in the Colossian false teachers are to be 
found the Gnostie bionites (who no doubt originated from Essenism)— — 
thereby making our epistle a product of the fermentation of the post-— 
apostolic age, and connecting it as a spurious twin-letter with that to the 
Ephesians, THoltzmann forms a much more cautious judgment, when he 
takes his stand at a preliminary stage of Gnosticism; but even this he 
places in the post-apostolie age,—a position which the less admits of proof, . 
seeing that we have no other letter from the later period of the apostle’s 
life before the letters of the captivity and subsequent to that. to the 
Romans, and possess for comparison no letter of Paul at all addressed to 
those regions where the Gnostic movements had their seat. The false 
teachers have, moreover, been designated as Cabbalistie Herder, Kleuker, 
Osiander in-the Tub. Zeilschr. 1834, 3, p. 96 .); but this must likewise be 
restricted to the effect that the theosophic tendency generally, the special . 
Essene-Christian shape of which Paul had to combat, may have probably 
- been at bottom akin. to the subsequently developed Cabbala, although 
the origin of this Jewish metaphysics is veiled in obscurity. (6) We must. 
decidedly set aside, were it only on account of the legal strictness of the 
men in question, the assumption of Michaelis, that they were disciples of 


| Apollos, to whom Heinrichs adds also disciples if John, as well as Essenes 
i % a ; : 

1 Gomp. Gran, Bntoiohbungegech a Nh t. Sebi Il. Be 145 fy Lipsiug in Schenkel’s 
Bibel-Lewte Ik. PB. 498. a “ ; 
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| atid sither Judaistic idsibtiéne aad. even a malevolum ‘honisnatn genus: ex 
ethnicis—of which, in itself extremely improbable, medley the epistle itself 
contains no trace. (4) In contrast to all previous attempts to classify the 
Colossian false teachers, Hofmann prefers to. abide by the position that 
‘they were Jewish Christians, “who, starting from the presupposition that 
the Gentile Christians, in their quality as belonging to Ethnicism, were 
subject to the spirits- antagonistic to God which ruled therein, recom- 

mended—with a view to complete their state of salvation, which, it wa 
alleged, in this respect needed supplement—a sanctification of the 
‘ward life, based partly on the Sinaitic law, partly on dogmas of natural 
philosophy.” But this cannot be made good as an adequate theory by 
the explanation of the characteristic individual traits, since, on the 
contrary, that theosophico-Judaistic false teaching presents sullicient 
evidences of its having its historical root in Essenism, and its further 
development and diversified elaboration in the later Gnosticism, provided 
‘that with unprejudiced exegesis we follow the apostle’s indications in 
regard to the point; see especially on ii, 16-28. 

“In date and place of composition our epistle coincides with th at to the 
- Ephesians, and is, like the latter, to be assigned not, in conformity with 
the usual opinion, to the Roman, but to the Caesarean captivity of the 
apostle, See on Eph. Inirod. 22. In opposition to this view,’ de Wette, 


Bleek, and others attach decisive importance specially to two points: (1) 


That what Paul says in Col. iv. 8, 11 of his labors for the gospel harmo- 


“nizes with Acts xxviii. 31, but not with his sojourn in Cacsatea, Acts xxiv. 


28, But iv. 11 contains no special statement at-all as to the labors of the 
apostle in captivity, and as to iv. 3 we must observe that he there expresses 
the longing for future free working. The latter remark applies also. in 
opposition to Wieseler (Chronol. des apostol. Zeitalt. p. 420) and Hofmann, 
who likewise regard iv. 8 fas decisive in favor of the Roman captivity, 
while Hofmann finds the statement as to Mark and Jesus contained in iy. 
11 incompatible with the situation in Caesarea (but seein loc). In: assum 
ing that the conversion of the Gentile Onesimus (Philem. 10) is incom- 
patible with the statement in Acts xxiv, 28, Wieseler infers foo much from 
‘the words ray idler cbrod (Acts xxiy. 23), especially as the intention of a 
nan liberal custody is obvious i in the arrangement of Felix. (2) That én Rome 
Be Paul might have thonght of the joey to 0 Phrygia nepal for at Philem, 


: » 1 Which, with Hausrath, Laurent, and others, 4 Hofmiarin’ aoa our view, and. Holtzmann 
: Sabatier also (Vapétre Paul, 1870, p. 193 if) pre 2. does not find it the more probable. 
fers, while Weiss leavés the point undecided. | 
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22; but not in Caesarea (comp. Hofmann, p. 217), where, according to Acts 
xix. 21, Rom.-& 13, xv. 28 ff., Acts xxiii, 11, he had the design of ‘going to 
Rome, but a return to Asia Minor would have been, after his language in 
Acts xx, 25, far from his thoughts. But although certainly, when he 
spoke the words recorded in Acts xx, 25, a return to Asia was far from his 
thoughts, nevertheless this idea might subsequently occur to him just as 
easily at Caesarea as at Rome; indeed more easily, for, if Paul had been 
set free at Caesarea, he could combine his intended journey to Rome with 
a passage through Asia. There is no doubt that when at Rome he 
expressed the hope (Phil. ii. 24) of again visiting the scene of his former 
labors; but why should he not have done the same when at Caesarea, 80 
long, namely, as his appeal to the emperor had not taken place? See also 
on Philem. 22.—If our epistle was written in Caesarea, the time.of its com- 
position was the year 60 or 61, while the procuratorship was still in the 
hands of Felix. : 
As regards the contents of the epistle, after the salutation (i. 1 f), a- 
thanksgiving (i. 3-8), and intercessory prayer (i. 9-12), Paul passes on 
(ver. 12) to the blessedness of the redemption which his readers had 
obtained through Christ, whose dignity and work are earnestly and very 
sublimely set before their minds with reference to the dangers arising from 
heresy (i. 18-23). Next Paul testifies to, and gives the grounds for, the joy 


which he now felt in his sufferings as an apostle (i. 24-29). By way of 


preparation for his warnings against the false teachers, he next expresses 


his great care for his-readers and all other Christians who do not person- 


ally know him, as concerns their Christian advancement (ii. 1~8), and 
then subjoins the warnings themselves in detail Gi. 4-23). Next follow 
moral admonitions (iii. 1-iv. 6); a commendatory mention of Tychicus 
and Onesimus (iv. 7-9); salutations with commendations and injunctions 
(iv. 10-17); and the conclusion appended by the apostle’s own hand (ver, | 
18). . 

SEC. IIT.—GENUINENESS. 


Even if it be allowed that the apparent allusions to our Epistle which 
one might find in the apostolic Fathers (Clement, Barnabas, Ignatius) are 


uncertain, and that even the mention of rpwréroxog mdone xriceoe in Justin 


Mart, ¢. Tryph. p. 311 (comp. p. 810, 326), and Theophil. ad Awtol. ii. 31, 
may be independent of Gol. i. 15, still the external attestation of our Epistle 
is so ancient, continuous, and general (Marcion, the school of Valentinus; 


_Trenaeus, Haer. iii. 14. 1 and v.14. 2, who. first cites it by name; Canon 
Murat.; Clem. Al. Strom..i. p. 277, iv. p. 499, v. p. 576, vi, p. 645; Tert. 
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“Praveen: 7 ae resurr. 93: Origen’ 6 “Cols. ve 8 etc.), that no ‘well-founded 
doubt can from this quarter be raised. — ry 
_ But modern criticism has assailed the Epistle | on énternal grounds; and. 
the course of its development has been as follows.. Mayerhoff Cd. Brief an 
die Kol. mit vornehml. Ber iichsicht. d. Pastoralbr. kritisch gepriift, Berl, 1888) 
‘assumed the genuineness of the Epistle to the E phesians, to the prejudice 
of our Epistle (de Wette inverts the procedure to the prejudice of the 
». Ephesian Epistle); Baur, on the other hand (Paulus, IL. p. 8 ££), rejected 
: both the cognate Epistles ; comp. also Schwegler, zachapost. Zeitalt, IL. p. 
995 According to Weisse (philos. Dogmat. I. p. 146), our Epistle, like 
most of the Pauline letters, is pervaded by interpolations.. Hitzig also (eur 
Rritik paulin. Briefe, ; 1870, p. 22 ff) asserts their presence, and ascribes 


. them to the author of the (un-Pauline) Ephesian Epistle, who, after the 


composition of his own work, had manipulated afresh a Pauline letter to 
the Colossians, the genuine text of which he misunderstood, In. assign- 
ing his reasons for this view, Hitzig does not go beyond the bounds of 
bare assertions and misunderstandings on his own part. Woenig (in Hil- 
- genfeld’s Zeitschr. 1872, p. 63 {2.), after comparing the two kindred letters, 


ma propounds the view that all those passages of the Ispistle to the Colossians 
: are to be regarded as interpolations, regarding which it can be shown that. 
| ~ the author of the (not genuine) Epistle to the Ephesians did not know 
them, But Hoenig has reserved to a future time the exhibition of the 


‘detailed grounds for this bold view, and has consequently for the present 
‘ withdrawn it fronx eriticism. After thorough investigation, Holtzmann 
(Kr itile di Epheser- u. Kolosserbricfe, 1872) has arrived at the hypothesis of 
a great series of interpolations, the author of which was none other than 
~ the author of the Epistle to the Ephesians written, according to Woltz- 
mann, somewhere about the year 100, who, with the help of this writing 
‘of his own, had worked up the short and genuinely Pauline letter to the 


Colossians, which he found in existence, into a new and amplified form, 


- and thereby rescued. it in a second enlarged edition from oblivion. But 


“neither can the course of interpolation thus set forth be exegetically 


os verified, nor can itsecing that all the witnesses from the beginning prove 
My only the present shape of the letter, rand no trace has been left of any 
earlier one—be without ar ‘bitrariness rendered. critically intelligible, as in 
: fact such a procedure on the. part of an ‘interpolator, who had withal sO 


a guage eae he ould write the ® tut ae the E Bphestans, wold viele a 





“much: mastery of free movement in. the sphere of Pauline thought and — 
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clumsy mosaic patchwork, which, from a psychological point of view, 
would be hardly conceivable, Nae 
Mayerhoff, in order to characterize the Epistle as a production of 
possibly the second century epitomized from the Epistle to the Ephesians _ 
with the addition of some controversial matter, lays. stress on (a) differ- 
ences in language and style, (0) deviations from. the Pauline character 
both of conception and of representation, (c) the comparison with the. 
Epistle to the Ephesians, and (d) the supposed reference of the polemics 
to Cerinthus. But, first, the stamp of language and the style are so. > 
entirely Pauline, that particular expressions, which we are accustomed. to 
in Paul’s writings but do not find here (d:casooivy x.7.2., owrypia w.r.A., drord-- 
Auyuc, branogh, ipa, J16, didre, éri, ef al.), or Grae Aeydueva which occur (as i0eho- 
Opyoxela, wiPavodoyia, et al.), cannot farnish any counter argument, since, in 
fact, they are fully. outweighed by similar phenomena in epistles which 
are indubitably genuine. There is the less ground for urging the oecur- 
renee only six times of yap (Teat. Ree.), as even in the larger Epistle to the 
Ephesians it occurs only eleven times, and in the Second Epistle to the 
Thessalonians only five times. And how little are such mechanical stand- 
ards of comparison at all compatible with a mind so free in movement. 
and vich in language as was that of Paul! In his case even the order of = 
the words "EAAyy eat "Iovdaiog (iii. 11) cannot seem surprising, nor can the 
combining of designations similar in meaning (as i. 6, 10, ii. 18, 23) appear 
as a strange hunting after synonyms. Sec, besides, Huther, Schlussbe- 
tracht. p. 420, ff; Hofmann, p. 179 £ Secondly,. un-Pauline conceptions 
are only imported into the Epistle by incorrect interpretations; andthe . 
peculiar developments of doctrine, which Paul gives only here, but which | 
are in no case without their preliminary conditions and outlines in the 
earlier Epistles, were suggested to him by the special occasion of the letter 


- (as, in particular, the development of the relation of Christ to the angel- 





world). And if the Epistle is said to lack in its dogmatic portion the 





logical arrangement which is found in the hortatory portion (the reverse 





being the case in the genuine Epistles); if Pauline freshness and vigor are 





said to. be wanting, and poverty of thought to prevail; these are judg- 





ments which in some cases are utterly set aside by a right exegesis, and in’ 





others are of a partisan character and aesthetically incorrect. The com- 





plaint, in particular, of “poverty .of thought” is characteristic of the pro- 





cedure of such criticism towards its victims, no matter how precarious a 





~ subjective standard must ever be in such questions, or how various may 
be the judgments which are put forth as based on taste (according to 
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one Tsag. p. 160, our Epistle is ig “uid, presse, solida, nervis plena,’ mas 
cula.”). Thirdly, the affinity of our Epistle with that to the Ephesians in 
style and contents is explained by their composition at the same time,— 
~~ as respects: which, however, the priority lies with our letter,—and by the 
analogy of the circumstances giving occasion to write, which in either case 
| the apostle had in view.’ See on Eph. Introd. 23. Lastly, the assertion 
that Cerinthas is ¢ assailed is erroneous—a critical proth, ysteron; see 32. - 
: Baur,’ who describes the Kpistle to the Ephesians and that to the Col- 
a ossians, which are held at any rate to stand or fall together, as un-Pauline, 
and places the former in a secondary relation to the latter, looks upon 
. this latter as combating an Ebionitism, which would have nothing to do 
. with a recognition of the universalism of Christianity at the cost of renoun- 
cing everything that was incompatible with the absoluteness of the Chris- 
tian principle. He holds, however, that this universalism was not that 
based on the Pauline anthropology, but. only the external universalism, 
which consisted in the coalition between Gentiles and Jews effected by the 
death of Christ, and in which, alongside of the forgiveness of sin, the Cle- 
- mentines placed the aim of Christ’s death. Thus, according to Baur, the 
-\ Epistles to the Ephesians and Colossians are to be placed in the post-apos- 
- tolic period of a conciliation between Jewish and Gentile Christianity. 
- The highest. expression of this conciliatory destination is the Christology 
. of the Epistles, in so far, namely, as Christ appears as the primordial prin- 
ciple of all being, and His whole work onward to His exaltation as the sell 
~ yealization of this idea, according to which the pre-existence is the main 
: point of the Christology. The arguments of Baur are mostly derived from 
~ the Epistle to the Ephesians; those that particularly affect our Epistle, 
and are supposed to attest a Gnostic stamp impressed on it (such as the 
idea of Christ as the central point of the whole kingdom of spirits, the 
~ notion of the mAfpopua, ete.), Will be shown by the exposition to be a homo-, 
geneous development of elements of doctrine already presented in the 
‘earlier Epistles’ Concerning these Christological doubts, see, moreover, 
especially Raebiger, Christol, Paul. p. 42 ff, and generally Klopper, de orig. 


1 The assertion is being constantly repeated, 2Planck, Késtlin, Hilgenteld, Hdekstra (in 
that Paul could not have copied himself. But, the “Theolog. Tijdschrift, 1868), as. well as. 
in fact, we have not amongthe apostle’s letters. Schwegler, agree in substance with Baur. ' 

any other two, which were written so imme- 8 The exegesis of the Epistle will also dix- 
‘diately ‘at, the same time, and ‘to churches pose. of | what Hilgenfeld, who rejects the 
whose wants were similar, If we shad. had genuineness. of the Ephesian and .Colossian 


two. such, who knows but that they would — letters, adduces: by way. of establishing his 
ha ppresented 4 an paalodone resemblance? ast ertlon, that | « ‘the new and characteristic 
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epp. ad Eph. et Coloss. Gryphisw. 1853; Hofmann, p. 181 ff.; Rich. Schmidt, 
Paul. Christol. p. 196 ff.; Sabatier, Papdire Paul, p. 207 ff? Tt may be 
observed in general, that if our Epistle (and that to the Ephesians) is 
nothing more than a pseudo-apostolic movement of Gnosis against Ebion- 
itism, then every other Epistle is so also, since every other writing in the 
N. T. may, with almost equal justice, be brought under some such category 
of subjective presupposition; and that it is in reality inconsistent, if the 
whole N. T. is not (and for the most part it has already been) made out to 
be a-collection of later books written with some set purpose, which, by 
means of their pseudo-epigraphic names, have succeeded in deceiving the 


vigilance of centuries. The fabrication of such an epistle as that to the Col- 


ossians would be more maryelous than its originality. “Non est cujusvis 
hominis, Paulinum pectus effingere; tonat, fulgurat, meras flammas 
loquitur Paulus,” Erasmus, Arnot. ad iv. 16. 

Ewald has modilied the theory of its composition by the apostle in a 
pectiliar way. In his view, the Epistle is indeed planned and carried out 
quite after the manner of the apostle; but after the contents had been 
settled by preliminary discussion, Paul committed the composition to 


Timothy (i. 1), again, however, towards the end, dictating the words more 


in person, and adding the final salutation (iv. 18) with his own hand. 


But, first, this hypothesis is already rendered doubtful by the fact that it — 


is not made to extend uniformly to chap. iv. Secondly, it may be urged | 
against it, that a Timothy himself, even after preliminary discussion with 
the apostle, could hardly have appropriated or imitated the completely 


Pauline stamp in such measure, as in this Epistle it recurs at every sen- 


tence and in every turn. Thirdly, the conjectured course of procedure 
does not appear in any other of Paul’s Epistles, and yet the present was one 


of the shortest and the easiest to be dictated. Fourthly, such a.procedure 


can scarcely be reconciled with the high value and authority, well under- 
stood. by the apostle, which an Epistle from him could not but possess for 
any Christian church, especially for one not founded by himself. 
Fifthly, we. cannot but naturally regard the concluding salutation 
by his own “hand (iy. 18) as simply the token of his own, and 


not of a merely indirect, composition (2 Thess. iii. 17). Sixthly, 


+ 


feature of the Colossian Epistle consists sim-  inism in this case not merely repelling, but 


- ply in this, that it represents Paulinism no even in part adopting, Gnostic elements.—For 


longer. merely in contradistinetion to J ewish - Baur’s Gnostic interpretation of the mAypwua, 
Christianity, but.’also ° in contradistinction gee especially his Paulus, If. p.12 0, and 
to, Gnosticism .(proper);” seo Hilgenfeld’s “Neutest. Theol. p. 257 ff... 


Zeitschr. 1870, p. 245 f “We gee, he-says, Paul- 1 Compare, also generally, in. opposition to. 
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Mecnedinig to iv. 16, a similar aenly indifect eomposition on his part 
‘would have to. be attributed also to the Epistle to the Laodiceans, since 
the two Epistles, as they were to be. read in both churches, must have 
been, as it. were, cast in the same mould, and of essentially the s: ame 
import, Lastly, the peculiar dangerous char: veter of the spiritualistic 
Judaism, which had. to be opposed in the Epistle, was precisely such as to 
claim the undivided personal action of the apostle, which was certainly, 
even in the enforced leisure of his imprisonment, sufficiently within his 
“power for the purpose of his epistolary labors. The grounds on which 
the foregoing hypothesis is based '—and in the main the assailants of the 
‘genuineness have already used them—are in part quite unimportant, in 
part framed after a very subjective standard, and far from adequate in the 
case of a letter-writer, who stands so high and great in many-sided. wealth 
both of thought and. diction and in its free handling as Paul, and who, 
according to the diversity of the given circumstances and of his own tone ¢ 
of feeling, was capable of, and had the mastery over, so. ample and mani- 
fold variety in the presentation of his ideas and the structure of his sen- 
tences. Nor do those linguistic difficulties, which Holtzmann, pp. 104 ff, 
has brought forward more discreetly than Mayerhoff, and to some extent 
2 in ‘agreement with Ewald, with a view to separate the portions of the 
letter pertaining to the genuine Paul from those that belong to the 
They could only be 























-. manipulator and interpolator, suffice for his object.” 


e : the ‘hypothesis of a positive influence of | more hy simple little relational. words and In 













Gnosis on N, T, doctrinal ideas, Heinrici; d. 
Valent. G Frosis w. d. heil. Sehr. 1871, 

LEwald appeals (presupposing, moreover, 

. the non-genuineness of the Iepistle to the 

Ephesians) to the Tonger eompound words, 

_ Such ay dvrapamAnpdw, aroxaTadAdaow, aradAo- 

: piste, mapadoyigouat, eedrobpnrxeia, obOadmo- 

dovdeta; to unusual modes of expression, 


ay 


such ag Om pas eiSdvar (ii. 1), 6 éorev for the 


-explariatory that is (i: 24 [27], ii, 10, iii. 14), in - 


- connections capable of . being: easily mis- 


understood; to the circumstances, that in the’. 
oo! Progress of the discourse and inthe structure 
of sentences. we entirely miss “the excead-- 
‘ ingly forcible flowand the exultant ebnllition, a 
and then; again, the quick concentration: and ~ 
the firm collocation of the thoughts; that i 













the word 86: ydpyand BAM are less freque 








excessively long series, like the links of oa 
chain, alongside of whieh is also frequently 
found the morely rhetorient accumulation of 
sentenees. left without links of connection 
(such as i. 14, 20,26 1, 27, Li 8, 11, 25, fii. 5); 
that we meet delicate but still perceptible 
distinctions of thought, such as the non- 
mention of Stxavoodry and Sucacody, and the 
description of the Logos hy the word mojpapa 
itself. (i. 19, 11.9); that we find » raultitude of 
words and figures peculiarly Pauline, hut that 
we miss all the more the whole apostle in his 


most vivid idiosyncrasy throughout the main 
i . * 


portions of the Epistle; and that many a @ 


word: and ‘figure, in. fact, appears imitated 
: from the Bpistles ot Paul, sepoctally that to. 


the Romans. 
8 When we take fatty into account the eins 
gularly apple storehouse of the Greelt lane’ 
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of weight, in the event of their exhibiting modes of expression beyond: 
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doubt un-Pauline, or of the interpolated character of the passages in ques- 
tion being already established.on other grounds. 


guage, from which the apostle knew how to: 
draw his, materisis with. so much freedom — 
and variety in all his letters, we shall not be: 


too hastily ready to hold that: such expres- 
sions, phrases, or turns, as have no parallels 





in the undisputed letters, ab once betray 
another author; or, on the other hand, to 
reckon that such as are characteristic of, and 
currently used by, the apostle, are due to an 
assumption of the Pauline manner. © 
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Taébhov emacody mpos Koloaaasts. 


ABK min. Copt. have the superseription mpog KoAaccasis. So Matth. Lachm, 
and ‘Tisch. Comp. on ver. 2. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 1. The arrangement Xpioroi "Iyco? (Lachm. Tisch.) has preponderant tes- 
timony in its favor, but not the addition of "Ijoov alter Xpcorot in ver, 2 (Laclim.). 
—Ver, 2. Kodogoaic] K P, also C. and 8 in the subscription, min. Syr. utr. Copt. 
Or. Nyss. Amphiloch. Theodoret, Damase. ed. al, have KoAasoatg. Approved by 
Griesh, following Erasm. Steph. Wetst,; adopted by Matth. Lach. Tisch. 7. The 
Recepta is supported. by BD IEF GL x, min. Vule. Tt. Clem. Chrys. Theophyl. 
Tort, Ambrosiast, Pelag, The matter is to be judged thus: (1) The name in 
itself’ correct is undoulitedly Kodosoai, which is supported by coins of the city 
wai (Eckhel, Doetr. num. IU. p. 107) and confirmed by Herod, vii, 80 (see Wessel. 

and Valek. in Joe); Xen. Auad. i. 2.6 (see Bornem, in loc); Strabo, xii. 8, p. 

576; Plin. NM. Hv. 82, (2) But since the form Kodacoai has so old and consid. 

_ eruble attestation, and is pr eserved in Herodotus and Xenophon as a various read- 
fing, as also in Polyaen, viii. 16, and therefore a mere copyist’s error cannot he : 

- found in the case—the more especially as the copyists, even apart from the 

-analogy whichstiggested itself to them of the well-known xodoaode, would naturally 

- be led to the prevalent form of the name Kodosoai,—we niust assume that, although 
Kodoood’ was the more formally correct name, still the name Kodaccat. 
also (vulgarly) in use, that this was the name which Paul himself wrote, 
and that Kotocoaic is an ancient correction. If the latter had originally a 
place in the text, there would have been no occasion to alter the generally known 
‘and correct form of the name-~After. warpic judv, Elz, (Lachm, in brackets) has 
kal kvplov Ijoot Xpeorod, in opposition to BD EK L, min. vss. and Fathers. A 
complementary addition in accordance with the openings of other epistles, espe- 
» dally as ‘no ground for intentional omission stiggests itself (in opposition to Reiche, 
» Comm, crit. p. 851 £.).—Ver. 3. kai rarpt] Lachm. and Tisch. 7: rarpi. So B C%, 
yes, and Fathers, while D* F.G, Chrys, have 7 warpi.. Since, however, Paul 
always writes 6 Gei¢ cad rarjp rod kupiov (Rom, xv. 63.2 Cor, i. 8, xi, 81; Eph. i. 
83 also 1 Cor. xv. 24; Eph. v. 20), and never 6 Oed¢ 6 rarijp 7. Kor 6 Oxdg marip 
tok, the Recepta, which has in its favor A C** D*** EEK LPs, min. Vulg. and 
Fathers, is with Tisch. 8 to be retained. The «al was readily omitted ina 
mechanical way after the immediately preceding Oecd sarpée-—Instead of epi, 
Lachm. reads vrép; which i is also recommended hy Griesb., following B D* EX FG, 
-min: Theophyl. Not attested. by: preponderating evidence, and easily introduced 
Anvreference to ver. 9 em bap e stands without, Drolet —Ver:.4, Xnatead of 
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ves. (including Vulg. It.) Fathers. a ‘rév were originally written, why should it 
have been exchanged for qv éyere? On the other hand, 4 &yere, as it could be 
dispensed with for the sense, might easily drop out, because the word preceding 
concludes with the syllable HN, and the word following (sic), like éyere, begins 
with E. The grammatical gap woulet then, following Eph. i. 15, be tilled up by 
tiv —Ver. 6. Kat gor] Kai ig wanting in. A.B OC D* E* P 8, min. and some vss. and 


Fathers; condemned by Griesb., omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But, not being 


understood, this «al, which has the most important vss..and Fathers in its favor, 
was omitted in the interest of. simplicity as disturbing the connection—kal 
abfavouevov] is wanting in Elz. Matth., who is of opinion that Chrys. introduced 
it from ver. 10. But it is so decisively attested, that the omission must be looked 


upon as caused by the homocoteleuton, the more especially as a similar ending and . 
a similar beginning here came together (ONKA).—Ver. 7, safae xat] wai is justly ~ 


condemned by Griesb. on decisive evidence, and is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 


- A mechanical repetition from the preceding —ivav] A B D*G F 8%, min, : quay; 


approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachn. But since the first person both precedes 
and follows (quay... quiv), it was put here also by careless copyists—Ver. 10. 
After mepivariaa, Elz. Tisch. 7 have tye, against decisive testimony ; a supple- 
mentary addition—ve ti» éxiyrwow] Griesb. Lachm. Scholz Tisch, 8 have 7} 
émyvoor, SoA BC D* * FG Py, min. Clem. Cyr. Maxim, But it lacks the 
support of the vss. which (Vulg, It. én selentia Det) have read the Recepta eg Tt. 
émiyy, attested by De Tes TK Land most min, also Theodoret, Dam. Theophyl. 
Oe, or ee » * and Chrys. év ry éxqveéce. The latter, as well as the mere Ti 
émyr., betrays itself us an explanation of the difficult cig 7. érhv., which, we may 





add, bel ohne to the symmetrical structure of the whole discourse, the pivlicipial 


seatencis of which all conclude with a destination introduced hy e¢—Ver. 12. 
ixavogavrTe] Lachin.: Kkadéoavre nal inavacarre, according to B, whilst D* F G, min. 
Arm, Aeth. It. Didym. Ambrosiast. Vigil. have cadéoarre merely. Looking at the 
so isolated attestution Kad, x. ixav., we must assume that xeAioarte was written on 
the eimuargin by way of complement, and then was in some cases inserted with «ai, 
andin others without «ai substituted for ikavdc—tInstead of yeac, Tisch. 8 has 
dui; but the latter, too weakly attested by B y, easily slipped in by means of the 


connection with eyap—Ver. 14. After arodurp, Elz. has dct rob atparog abroi,. 


avainst decisive testimony; from Eph. i. 7—~Ver, 16. 7a év toig obpavoig rai ra] 
Lachim. has erased the first ta and bracketed the second, In both cases 
the ra is wanting in’ B y*, Or; the first ré only is wanting in D* 
E* FG P and two min. But how easily might TA be absorbed in the 
final syllable of odvTA; and this would then partially involve the omission 
of the second ra! The assumption that the final syllable of xdvra was 
written twice would only be warranted, if the omitting. witnesses, especially in 
the case of the second 4, were stronger.—Ver. 20. The second dé? abrod is wanting 
in BD* FG L, min. Vv ulg, It. Sahid. Or. Cyr. Chrys, Theophyl. and Latin 
Fathers. Omitted by Lachm. It was passed over as ‘superfluous, obscure, and 


disturbing the sense-——Ver. 21. Instead of the Recepta aroxarjAragev, Lachm.,. 


following B, has aroxaryAdayyre. D* F G, It. Goth. Ir, Ambrosiast. Sedul. have 
aroxataadayévrec. Since, according .to this, the passive is considerably attested, 
and the active dmoxarjAdagev, although most strongly attested (also by x), may 
well be suspected to be a syntactic emendation, we must decide, as between the 
‘two passive readings ced id a hee cteet age in favor of the former, 
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because the latter is quite unsuitable. Ifthe Recepta were original, the construc- 
tion would be go entirely plain, that we could not at all see why the passive 
‘should have been introduced.—Ver. 22. After Gavarov, A Py, min. vss. Dr, have 
alton, which Lachm. has admitted in brackets. It is attested so weakly, as to 
‘seem nothing more than a familiar addition.—Ver. 23. t7 before xricee is, with 
Lachm, and Tisch., to be omitted, following A BC D* F Ga», min. Chrys— 
Instead of didiavoc, P 3 have Rip Us k, aréatodoc. A gloss; comp.1 Tim. ii. 7. In A 
all the three words kjpof x. dr, «, diac. aré given—Ver, 24. viv] D* E* FG, 
Vulg. It. Ambrosiast. Pel. have é¢ voy, Rightly; the final syllable of dedxovog in 
- -ver.28, and the beginning of a church-lesson, co-operated to the suppression of ig, 
which, however, is quite in keeping with the connection and the whole progress 
of the discourse —After raj. Tlz, has yov, against decisive testimony.—d éori] 
C D*E, min.: é¢ éorw. So Lachm. in the margin. A copyist’s error.—Ver. 27. 
The neuter. ri rd mAobro¢ (Matth. Lachm. Tisch.) is attested by codd. and 
‘Fathers sufficiently to make the masculine appear as an emendation: comp. on 2 
Cor. viii, 2—d¢ éorv] A BF GP, min. (quod in Vulg. It. leaves the reading uncer- 
tain): 6 gorw, So Lachm. <A grammatical alteration, which, after ver. 24, was 
all the more likely —Ver. 28. After deddox., révra dvOpwrov is wanting in D* EX 
F G, min. yss.and Fathers. Suspected by Griesh., but is to be defended. The whole 
kal diddok, ravta avipur. was omitted owing to the homocoteleuton (so still in L, 
min, Clem.), and then the restoration of the words toak place incompletely — 
After, Xpiorg Elz. has ’Iyoov, against decisive testimony. 


Vy. 1,2 2. [On Vy. 1, 2, see Note X°XITL pages 268, 264.] Arad deAgu. me see 
os ari 1 Cor. id. Comp. 2Cor.i. 1; Eph.i, 1—cat Ted4.] see on 2 Cor. i. 1; Phil. 
~ 4.1... Here also as subordinate Sintauthon of the letter, who at the same time 
may have been the amanuensis, but ig not here jointly mentioned as such 
(comp. Rom. xvi. 22), See on Phil. i. 1—é ddeagdc] see on 1 Cor. i 1; 
referring, not to official (Chrys, : obxoiy Kai abrig dréarodoc), but generally to 
Christian brotherhood.—roig év Kod, dy. r.2.] to the saints who are tr Colos- 
ste [XXIII b. ¢.]. To this theocratic designation, which in itself is not as 
yet. more precisely defined (see on Rom. i. 7), is then added their. distine- 
_. tively Christian character : and believing brethren in Christ. Comp. on Eph. ° 
“i 1, dylo is to. be understood as a substantive, just as in all the com- 
mencements of epistles, where it occurs (Rom. i..7; 1 Cor.; 2 Gor.; Eph.; 
Phil.); and év Xpcord is closely connected with mor. ad., with which it blends 
so.as to form one conception (hence itis not roig é X.), expressly designat- 
ing the believing brethren as Christians, so that éy X. forms the element of 
_ demarcation, in which the readers are believing brethren, and outside of 
which they would not be so in the Christian sense. Comp. on 1 Cor. iv. 
17; Eph. vi, 21; in which passages, however, mordc is fatthful—a meaning 
which it has not here (in opposition to Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Dal- 
mer), because everywhere in the superscriptions of the Hpistles it is only 
na the. Christian standing of the readers that is described. No doubt iv 
- Xpwro was in itself hardly necessary ; bub. the addresses have a certain 
heat ease If dytow is taken as an. adjective : - “the holy and believing 
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have, shiongh év X., its definition’ in a Cerintin sense, which, miconine 
to our view, it still has not) would be. simply a superfluous and clumsy 
addition, because dyioc would already presuppose the moroic.—The fact 
that Paul does not expressly describe the church to which he is writing as 
a church (as in 1 Cor.; 2 Cor.; Gal.; 1 and 2 Thess.) has no special motive 
(comp. Rom., Eph., Phil.), but is purely accidental. If it implied that he 
| had not founded the church and stood in no kind of relation to it as such, 
and especially to its rulers (de Wette, by way of query), he would not have 
written of a Aaodixéwv éxeayoia (iv. 16). Indeed, the principle of address- 
ing as churches those communities only which he had himself founded, is 
not one to be expected from the apostle’s disposition of mind and wisdom ; 
and it is excluded by the inscription of the Epistle’to the Ephesians 
_ (assuming its genuineness and destination for the church at Ephesus), as 
also by Phil. i. 1 (where the mention of the bishops and deacons would not _ 
compensate for the formal naming of the church). It is also. an accidental - 
“matter that Paul says é Xpior@ merely, and not é X. 'Iycot (1 Cor; 
Eph.; Phil.; 2 Thess.), although Mayerhoff makes use of this, among 
other things, to impugn the genuineness of the epistle; just as if such a 
mechanical regularity were to be ascribed to the apostle !—ydpuc spin © 
x.7.4,] See on Rom. i. 7. [XXUMT J 

Ver. 3f. [On Vv. 8-8, see Note XXIV. pages 264-266.]. Thanksgiving for the 
Christian condition of the readers, down to ver. 8.—ebyapiraupyer] [XXIV a.] 
Jand Timothy; plural and singular alternate in the Epistle (i, 28, 24, 28, 29 ff, 
iv.3); but not without significant oecasion.—xai rarpi «.7.2..] whois at . same 
‘time the Father, etc. See on Eph. i.3.—rértore] EX XTV b.] belongs to ebyap., 
as ini Cor. i.4; 1 Thess. i. 2; 2 Thess. 1.3; Philem. 4, and not to repi ip- 
mpocevy,'—a connection opposed to the parallel Eph. i. 16, as well as to 
the context, according to which the thanksgiving is the main point here, 
and the prayer merely a concomitant definition; and it is not. till ver. 9 
that the latter is brought forward as the object of the discourse, and that — 
as unceasing. This predicate belongs here to the thanking, and in ver. 9 
to the praying, and rept ivey rposcevy—words which are not, with Bihr, 
to be separated from.one another (whereby rpocevy. would unduly stand 
without relation)—is nothing but a more precise definition of wdvrore: 
“always (each time, Phil. 1.4; Rom. i. 10°), when we pray for you.”—axoiaav- 
ree x.7.4.] [XXIV ¢.] with reference to time; after having heard, ete. 
Comp. ver.9. In that, which Paul had heard of them, lies the ground of 
his thanksgiving. The ziore is fuith (Rom. i. 8; 1 Thess. 1.3; 2 Thess. i. 
8) not faithfulness (Ewald), as at Philem. 5, where the position of the words 
_ is different. That Paul has heard their faith praised, is selfevident from. 
the context. Comp. Eph. i. 15; Philem. 5.—év X.'I.] on Christ, in so far, 
namely, as the faith has its basis in Christ. See on Mark i. 15; Gal. 11. 26 ; 
Eph. i. 18, 15. As to the non-repetition of r#, see on Gal. Iii. 26.—iv 


1 Chrysostom, ‘Oecumenins, Theophylact, | Bohmer, Olshausen, Dalmer. 
‘Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Gro-. 2¥or a like use of ded, see Stallbaum, ac 
‘tius, Bengel, and. many others, including “Plat. tee P. 360, A. : 
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‘Eyere| Paul so. writes,—not “by joining on immediately (ray. dydayy vig 
wévrag «.7.4.), nor yet by the mere repetition of the article, as in Eph. i. 15 
(so the Recepta, see the critical. remarks), —because he has it in view to 
* enter more fully upon this point of a bya, and indeed definitely upon the 
reason why they cherished i, 

Ver, 5, Aa tiv éarida 7.4.) DXTV dy on. account of the hope, etc. does 
not belong to eiyap. ver. 3,! because the ground for the apostolic thanks- 
giving at the beginnings of the Epistles, as also here at ver. 4, always con- 
sists in the Christian character of the readers? and that indeed as a ¢ 
ground in itself and therefore not merely on account of what one has in 
future to hope from it; and, moreover, because ebyaporeivy with dé and 

~ the accusative does not occur anywhere in the N. T. It: is connected with 
fy éyere x«.7.4., and thus specifies the motive ground of the love; for love 
guarantees the realization of the salvation hoped for.“ The more faith is 
active through love, the richer one becomes eig Gedy (Luke xii. 21), and 
this riches forms the contents of hope. He who does not love remains 
subject to death (1 John iii. 14), and his faith profits him nothing (1 Cor. 
xiii 1-8). It is erroneous to refer it jointly to riots, 80 as to make the 
hope appear here as ground of the faith and the love; so Grotius and 
others, including Bihr, Olshausen, and de Wette; comp. Baumegarten- 
Crusius and Ewald. For fv éyere (or the Ree. ry) indicates a further 
~ statement merely as regards rv dydryv; and with this accords the close 
of the whole outburst, which in ver..8 emphatically reverts to ry tuar 
ayaryv.— The émic is here conceived objectively (comp. tam. PAeropéry, 
~ Rom. viii. 24): our hope as fo its objective contents, that which we hope for 
“—Tiy aroKeyt, tuiv iv r. obp.] What is meant is the Messtunie salvation 
forming the contents of the hope (1 Thess. vy. 8; Rom. v. 2, viii. 18: ff; 
Col. iii.8 f.), which remains deposited, that is, preserved, laid up (Luke xix. 
20), in heaven for the Christian until the Parousia, in order to be then 
_given to him. On doe. comp. 2 Tim. iv. 8; 2 Mace. xii. 45; Kypke, I. 
p. 820 f.; Loesner, p. 360; Jacobs, ad Aes Tat. p. G78. Used of death, 
Heb. ix. 27; of punishments, Plat. Loer. p. 104 D, 4 Mace. viii. 10. As to 
_ the idea, comp. the conception of the treasure in heaven (Mait. vi. 20, 
_ xix.,21; 1 Tim. vi. 19), of the reward in heaven (see on Matt. v. 12), of the 
rohireya in heaven (seé on Phil. iii. 20), of the «Aypovoula rergpnyévn by 
ovpay,. a Pet. 1. 4), and of the BpaPetov rije dvw «Agoewe (Phil. iii: 14).—jv 
| mpanxoboate “et.A.] EXXIV e.] Certainty of this hope, which is not an un- 






















» gratias agendi pro dono. fidei et amoris;” 
comp, Bullinger, Zanchius, Calovius, Elsner, 







Hofmann, and others... 

~* Rom. 1.83.1 Cor, i. 4 ff; Eph, “i 
Lbs "Thess. i 
Philem, 5. 





185; Phil. 
33 2 Thess, 485 2 eae i 








Paul names, the reason why the news of. the | 
faith’ and love of the readers had becom 
hima cause of thanksgiving. 






a Bengel, “ex: “spe patét, quanta sit causa. 


Michaelis, Zachariae,. Storr, Bossa ey | 


‘8 In opposition to the view-of Hofthann, that 


£So correctly, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecu- 
menius, ‘Theophylact, Erasmus,. Calvin, Es- 
tius, Steiger, Bleek; and others. 

5Comp, Job vi. 8; 2 Mace. vit. 14, and 
see on Rom. viii. 24 and Gal..v. 63. Zéek-~ 
ler, de uh ae Barrons voc, mies Giss. 1856, P. 
26 fh 

6 This is erroneous ta’ say that ihe Parousia no 
longer. oceurs in: our Epistle, Tt is the. stb. 
_stratum: ofthe gAmis: darox, év r.-otp. Comp. 
HE ff. in n-eppasition to Mayerhoff, and Holtz 





CHAP. I. 3-6.. | 211. 
warranted subjective fancy, but is objectively slate to them 
through the word of truth previously announced. . The mpé. in 
ebnikabacea does not denote already formerly, whereby Paul premises 
se nihil allaturum novi (Calvin and many), but must be said with 
reference to the future, to which the hope> belongs ; ; hence the sense im- 
ported by Ewald: wherewith the word of truth began among you (Mark i. 15), 
is the less admissible. The conception is rather, that the contents of the 
é4ric, the heavenly salvation, is the great Suture blessing, the infallible pre-- 
announcement of which they have heard. As previously announced, it is also 
previously heard.—ric¢ dantelac is the contents of the Adyoc (comp..on Eph. | 
i. 18); and by rod ebay., the 44ffea, that is, the absolute truth, is spécifi- 
cally defined as that of the gospel, that is, as that which ts announced in the 
gospel. [XXIV f.] Both genitives are therefore to be left in their substan- 
tive form,” so that the expression advances to greater definiteness. The 
circumstantiality has something solemn about it (comp. 2 Cor. ix. 4); but 
this is arbitrarily done away, if we regard rod evayy. as the genitive of 
apposition to 76 Adyw tHe déyt. (Calvin, Beza, and many others, including 
Flatt, Bihr, Steiger, Bohmer, Huther, Olshausen, de Wette, Hofmann); 
- following Eyth. i. 18, Paul would have written 7@ ebayyeata, 
— Ver. 6. In what he had just said, $v apoyxotoate . . . ebayyediov, Paul now 
- desires to make his readers sensible of the great and blessed fellowship in 
which, through the gospel, they are placed, in order that they may by this 
very consciousness feel themsclves aroused to faithfulness towards the 
- gospel, in presence of the heretical influences; éwed} pdduora ot woddat bk. 
Tod Komwarodg, Eyerv odode THv doyydtwr orypifovraz, Chrysostom. Comp. 
Oecumenius: mpoflpotépove abrode wept tiv wiotw rot ée tod Eyew wavrac 
cowavotg—ele buco] not tv iviv, because the conception of the previous. 
arrival predominates ;.1 Mace. xi. 63. Often so with qapeiva: in classical 
authors (Herod. 1.9, vi. 24, viii. 60; Polyb. xviii.1.1; comp. Acts xii, 20).8 
Observe, moreover, the emphasis of rob wapdvrog: it is there! it has not 
remained away; and to the presence is then added the bearing fruit.—kabas 
év wapri-r. kéoum] A popular hyperbole. Comp. Rom. i. 8; Acts xvii. 
6, and see ver. 23. The expression is neither arbitrarily to be restricted, 
nor to be used against the genuineness of the Epistle (Hilgenfeld), nor 
yet to be rationalized by “as regards the idea” (Baumgarten-Crusius) and 
the like; although, certainly, the idea of the catholicity of Christianity is ex- 
pressed in the passage (comp. Rom. x. 18; Mark xiv. 9, xvi. 15; Matt. xxiv. 
(14).—xal fore xaprod. Kr di] [XXIV g.] Instead’of continuing: kai xapro- 
gopayzévov x.7.4,, Paul carries onward the discourse with the finite verb, and 
thus causes this element to stand out more independently and forcibly :* 





1 Herod. viii.79 ; Plat. Legg. vii. p.797 A; Ken. 
Mem, ti, 4.7; Dem. 750. 26, 955. 1; Joseph. 
Antt. vill, 12. 3. 


adjectival: sermo verax; comp, on the con- 
trary, on aAy@. rob eveyy., Gal. ii. 5, 14. 


8See Bornemann and Kithner, ad Xen. 
Anab. 1.2.2; Bremi,ad Aeschin. -p. 320; and 


; generally, Nigelsbach, 2, Ttias, p. 158 f., ed. 3. 
2 Erasmus, Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusins, bef 
and many others understand “ris. day. ag 


43f xai is not genuine, as Bleek, Hofmann, 
and others consider (see the er itical remarks), 
the passage is to be translated: as 7t also in 


the whole world is fruit-bearing, by which Paul 
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“and i is ‘rub bonvtag and eee . by which is indicated the 
fact, that the gospel, wherever it is present, is also in course of living 
dynamical development, and this state of development is expressed by éore 
with the participle. This general proposition based on. experience: xai 
Ere. KapTog. Ky avEav., is then by xafdc x. év tpiy confirmed through the 
experience found also among g the readers; so that Paul’s view passes, in the 

first clause (rod wapévroe . . . xdoup), from the special to the general aspect, 
and in the second, from the general to the special. With saprogop, (not 
_ oceuring elsewhere in the middle) | is ne the blissful working in the 
“dnward and outward life (comp. Gal, v. 22; Eph. v. 9); and with aigardu, 
the continuous diffusion, whereby the gospel is obtaining more and more 
adherents and local extension? Huther and de Wette groundlessly refrain 
from deciding whether aié.is intended to refer to the outward growth or to 

~ the inward (so Steiger), or to both. See Acts vi. 7, xii. 24, xix. 20.. Comp. 
Luke xiii. 19; Matt. xiii. 82. The paAdov otnpiteota, which Chrysostom 
finds included in abé., is not denoted, but presupposed by the latter. Comp. 
Theophylact. The figure is taken from a tree, in which the kapropopia does 

not exclude the continuance of growth (not so in the case of cereals).—iy’ 
fe juép. x.t.4.] since the first beginning of your conyersion which so 
happily took place (through true knowledge of the grace of God), that 
development of the gospel proceeds among you; how could ye now with- 
draw from it by joining yourselves to false teachers ?—rjy yap rot Ovni] 
contents of the gospel, which they have heard; the object of gxotc. is the 
gospel, and r, xdpw rt. Qcod belongs to éxéyvare; and by év dArfeia (2 Cor. 

vii. 14), equivalent to da7@é¢ (John xvii. 8), the qualitative character of this 
-. knowledge is affirmed: it was a true knowledge, corresponding to the 
"nature of the. yapic, without Judaistie and other errors, Comp.on Jolin 
' xvii. 19. Holtzmann hears in lisa ~.. Gaydee “the first tones of the 
-. foreign theme,” which is then in vv. 9,10 more fully entered: upon. But 
how conceivable and natural is it, that at the very outset the danger which 

. threatens the right knowledge of the readers should be preven to his 
; mind! 
Ver..7 f. [XXIV A] Kadic] not quandoquidem (Flatt, comp. Bahr), 
bat the as of the manner in which. So, namely, as it had just been 
affirmed by é» dAyfeie that they had known the divine grace, had they 
learned it (comp. Phil. iv. 9) from Epaphras. Notwithstanding this appro- 
. priate connection, Holtzmann finds in this third «cafés a trace of the 
Se interpolator —Nothing. further is known from any other passage as to — 
5 Epaphent the see (iv. ae : cana to Philem. 23, he was. cvvacy- 













: would say that the gospel is present among. Tisch. 8, wiib puts a.comma after éeriv. But 
the readers in the same ae ean quality how utterly siperfizons would, this deri then. 
° . Butin that. | bel» 
ng. eadbs. kal-év pip would: 1See ‘Maetaner, ad Layurg. Leoer, p 108; 
eee necessarily appear ag yery superfluous. . ‘No’ © Heindorf; ad Plat, Soph. p. 222B; Winer, p. 
cet we might, after t ceding map SyTos, 533 (HB. T. 573]. © 
. Zs Ey mp..Theodoret: capradente Tou “ebay. 
rhe émawvoupevyy Tadurelay' abso ‘8a. 
€ Privy: a) ee oak 
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-pédoroe of the apostle. That the latter circumstance is not mentioned in 
our Epistle is not to be attributed to. any special design (Estius: that Paul 
was unwilling to make his readers anxious). See, on the contrary, on iv. 
10. Against the identity of Epaphras with Epaphroditus, see on Phil. ii. 
25. The names even are not alike (contrary to the view of Grotius and 
Ewald, who look upon Epaphras as an abbreviation); ‘Exadpic and the 
corresponding feminine name ’Exagpd are found on Greek inscriptions.— 
ovrdotaov| namely, of Christ (comp. Phil. i. 1). The word, of common 
* occurrence, is used elsewhere by Paul in iv. 7 only—ée éorw «.7.A.] This 
faithfulness towards the readers, and also, in the sequel, the praise of their. 
love, which Epaphras expressed to the apostle, are intended to stir them 
up “nea doctrina, quam ab eo didicerant, per novos magistros abduci se 
patiantur,” Estius. The emphasis is on mordée—ébrép tpor] for, as their 
teacher, he is the servant of Christ for them, for their benefit. The inter-— 
pretation, ¢estead of you (“in prison he serves me in the gospel,” Michae- 
lis, Bohmer), would only be possible in the event of the service being 
designated as rendered to the apostle (dtdxovés wav év Xpiorg, or something 
similar). Comp. Philem. 18. Even with Lachmann’s reading, tm. yudp 
(Steiger, Olshausen, Ewald), it would not be necessary to take trép as 
instead ; it might equally well be taken as for in the sense of interest, as 
opposite of the anti-Pauline working (comp. Luke ix. 50). The present 
éotit (Paul does not put #v) has its just warrant in the fact, that the merit, 
which. the founder of the church has acquired by its true instruction, is 
living and continuous, reaching in its efficacy down to the present time. 
This is an ethical relation, which is quite independent of the circumstance 
that Epaphras was. himself a Colossian (in opposition to Hofmann), but 
also makes it unnecessary to find in éor: an indirect continuance of Epa- 
phras’ work for the Colossians (in opposition to Bleek).—é sal dridoac 
«.7.A.] who also (in accordance with the interest of this faithful service) 
has made us to know; comp. 1 Cor.i. 11, The aydry is here understood 
either of the love of the Colossians fo Paul (and Timothy), as, following 
Chrysostom, most, including Huther, Bleek, and Hofmann,! explain it, 
or of the brotherly love already commended in ver. 4 (de Wette, Olshaysen,. 
Ellicott, and others). But both these modes of taking it are at variance 
with the emphatic position of izav (comp. 1 Cor, ix. 12; 2 Cor. i. 6, vii. 7, 
vill, 13, e ai), which betokens the love of the readers to Epaphras as 
meant. [XXIV i] There had just been expressed, to wit, by énxép 
duév, the faithful, loving position of this servant of Christ towards the Col- 
ossians, ‘and correlative to this is now the love which he met,with from 


_ them, consequently the counter-love shown to him, of which he has in- 


_ formed the apostle. A delicate addition out of courtesy to the readers.— 
év mvebparc] attaches itself closely to ayérqv, so as to form one idea, de- 
noting the love as truly holy—not conditioned by anything outward, but 

divinely upheld—which is in the Holy Spirit as the element which. 


ad Who, at the same tima, makes the ev mvet- place in @ manner personally unknown—which. | 
"part suggest the reference, thatthe dyény took ~~ must have been conveyed in the context. 
% Pi es ‘ : : : i rare! . : he 2 A 
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Octal and aniinates it; for j it is ‘the fruit of the Spirit (Gal. v. 22; 


Rom. xv. 30), ob capxucp, adAd mvevparix (Oecumenius). Comp. yapa é& 
wy, Rom. xiv. 17. 


Baie Sinks ag’ Ho 7uépac jnoborere ety ver. 6, refers the readers back er 
to the first commencement of their Christianity, and Kadag éudbere ard 'Eragpa. 
x7.A., ver. 7, cannot, except by pure arbitrariness, be separated from it as regards 
time “and regarded as something later, it results from our passage that Epaphras 
is to he considered as the jirst preac cher of the gospel at Colossae, and consequently 
as Jounder of the church. This exegetical result remains even if the Reeepta xatlog 
kai ig yetained. This xai would not, as Wiggers thinks (in the Stud. u. Krit. 

1838, p. 185), place the preaching of Epaphras in contradistinction to an earlier 
one, and make it appear as a continuation of the latter (in this case ka@dg nat 
and: 'Eragp, éudbere or xablog éudbere nat ard "Rragp. would. have been em-. 
ployed); but it is to be taken as also; not otherwise, placing the éudOere on a parity 
with the éréyvore, This applies also in opposition to Vaihinger, in Herzog’s 
Eneykl. iv. p. 79 £ 


| Ver. 9 [On vy. 9-14, see Note XXV. pages 266, 267.] Intercession, down 


to ver. lz—-dii roiro] EXXV a.] on account of all that has been said 


from dxobcavrec in ver. 4 onward: tnduced thereby, we also evtise not, ete. 


This reference is required by 4¢@’ 7¢ quépac jxotcaper, Which cannot corre- 


spond to the dyadoas quiv, belonging as that does merely to an accessory ants 


thought, but must take up again (in opposition to Bleek and. Hofmann) 
the axoboarreg which was said in ver. 4, This resumption is emphatie, not — 


tautological (Holtzmann).—aai jyeic] are to be taken together, and it is not 
allowable to join «ai either with da toiro (de Wette), or even with 


“ HPOGEVY. (Baumgarten-Crusius). . The words are to be rendered: We also 


(I and Timothy), like others, who make the same intercession for you, 
and among whom there is mentioned by name the founder of the church, 


~ who stood in closest relation to then..—rpoceuy.] “ Precum mentionem 


generatim fecit, ver, 8; nunc exprimit, quid precetur” (Bengel)—xai . 
- airobpevor} adds the special (asking) to the general (praying).'—iva mAnpiod.] _ “4 
‘Contents of the asking in the form of its purpose. Comp. on Phil, i. 9. 


The emphasis lies not on Aqpa0. (F. Nitzsch, Hofmann), but on the ob- 
-Ject (comp. Rom. xv. 14, 1.29, ai), Which gives to the further elucidation 


In-vy. 9: 10 ,its specific definition of contents.—rjy ériyy. rod Bed. abrot | 
EEXV 8] with the knowledge of His will, accusative, as in Phil. i, 1; 

_abroi applies to God. as the subject, to whom prayer and supplication are 
_ addressed. The contextin ver. 10 shows that by the @éAyza is meant, not the 
counsel of redemption (Eph, i. 9; Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 


and many others, including Bhither and Dalmer), but, doubtless (Matt. vi. 


10), that which God wills in amoral respect (so Theodoret, who makes out 
Tho distinction between 







a Romi ii. 8, xil 4% Beh. Vv. 1. vie 6; 
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yraow and ériyveow, which both here and also in ver. 10, ii. 2, iii. 10, is 
the knowledge which grasps cand penetrates into the object, is incorrectly 
denied by Olshausen. .See on Eph, i, 17.—év wéoy «.7.4.| instrumental 
definition of manner, how, namely, this wiypotljvac ri émiyy. tr. eA. abrod 
(a. knowledge which is to be the product not of mere humun mental: 
activity, but of objectively divine endowment by the Holy Spirit) must 
be brought about: by every kind of spiritual wisdom and insight, by the 
communication of these from God; comp. on Eph. i. 8. A combination. 
with the following weperarjoas (comp. Iv. 5: év copia mepir.), such as Hof- 
mann suggests, is inappropriate, because the two parts of the whole 
intercession stand to one another in the relation of the divine ethical 
foundation (ver. 9); and of the corresponding practical conduct of life 


(ver. 10 £); hence the latter portion is most naturally and emphatically 


headed by the expression of this Christian practice, the mepurargoat, to 
which are then subjoined its modal definitions in detail. Accordingly, 
mepirarioa is not, with Hofmann, to be made dependent on rob beAnu. 
abrob and taken as its contents, but 7. éeA..r. ©. 1s to be left as an-absolute 
idea, asin iv. 12. On rveusarixde, proceeding from the Holy Spirit, comp. 
Rom, i. 115 1 Cor. i. 18, xii. 1; Eph. i. 3, v.19, et al. The ctvea is the 
insight, in a theoretical and (comp..on Mark xii. vu practical respect, 
depending upon judgment and inference, Eph. iii. 4; 2 Tim. ii. 7. For 
the opposite of the pneumatic civectc, see 1 Cor. i. 19. Th is related to the 
copia as the special to the general, since it is peculiarly the expression of 
the intelligence in the domain of truth,? while the cod/a concerns the col- 
lective faculties of the mind, the activities of knowledge, willing, and feel- 
ing, the tendency and working of which are harmoniously subservient to 


the recognized highest aim, if the wisdom is mvevuericg; its opposite is the 


copia capruh (2 Cor. i. 12; Jas. ii.15), being of man, and not of God, in 
its aim and efforts. Aesordine as ¢pévaoi is conceived subjectively or 
objectivized, the civeocg may be considered either as synonymous with it 
(Eph. i. 8; Dan. ii, 21; Plat. Crat. p, 411 A), or as an attribute of it 
(Ecclus. i. 4: cbveoie pporgoewc). 

Ver. 10. The practical aim? which that wAypobjva «7.4. is to accom- 
plish; det r@ wiore. ovlebyvvos tiv moduretay, Chrysostom. The Vulgate 
renders correctly : ut ambuletis (in opposition to Hofmann, see on ver. 9). 
—iaziog tod xvpiov] so that your behavior may stand in morally appropri- 


"ate relation to your belonging to Christ. Comp. Rom. xvi, 2; Eph. iv. 1; 


Phil. i. 27; 1 Thess. ii. 12; 3 John 6. The genitive (and in the N. T. such 




































1 ence 7 avadey copia, Jas. iii..15,17. The 
prediente, although in the case of divine en- 
dowment with gopia and otveors obvious of 


‘itself (as Hofmann objects), was yet all the - 

_ more apposite for expressly bringing the 

‘point into prominence, the greater the danger 

: Which threatened Colossae from Ronde 
- fleshly wisdom; comp. ii. 23, 

4Comp. Dera, 269, 24:  obpeats; Fre Kara wat 

‘ aloxpa StaywodaoKerat. 


8 Not to be attached as object of the request 


‘immediately to wpocevxémevor, and all that 


intervenes to be assigned to the interpolator 
(Holtzmann, p. 85). Yet, according to Holtz- 
mann, p. 123, év warri épye down to rod @eot 
is alleged to be simply an interpolated du- 


-plicate of ver..6; in which case, however,” 


it would not be easy.to see why capmropopotiue 
vo. was not written, after the precedent. of 
ver, 6, but on the contrary caprodopobvres. 
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js always used with dgiuc) does not even “ perhaps” (Hofmann) belong to 
the following cic m. dpece., especially as dpeoxeia, in the Greek writers and 
in Philo (see Loesner, p. 361), stands partly with, partly without, a geni- 
 tival definition, and the latter is here quite obvious of itself, Such a 
combination would be an unnecessary artificial device. Comp. Plat. 
Conv. p. 180 Ds agiag rob Ge0i,—eig wacav apeoneiav] on behalf of every kind 
of pleasing, that is, in order to please Him jn every way. The. word 
only oceurs here in the N. T., but the apostle is not on that account to be 
deprived of it (Holtzmann) ; it is found frequently in Polybius, Philo, 
et al.; also Theophr, Char. 5; LXX. Prov. xxix. 30 (xxx. 30); Symma- 
~ chus, Ps. Ixxx. 121. Aniong the Greeks, dpeoxefa (to be accentuated thus, 
see Winer, p. 50 [E. T. 51]; Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 11 [E. T. 12)) bears, 
for the most part, the sense of seeking to please. Comp. Prov. xxix. 30: 
wevdeig dpeonelar—iv mavtl Epyo «.7.2.] ‘There now follow three expositions, 
in order to define more precisely the nature and mode of the mepirarioa 
éflwe «7.4. We. must, in considering these, notice the homogeneous plan 


of the three clauses, each of which commences with a prepositional rela- | 


tion of the participial idea, viz. (1) é mavri toy «7A, (2) dv maa 
~ duvdue, (3) werd xapac, and ends with a relation expressed by cic, viz. (1) 
tle tr. briyy tr. Beov, (2) ele ao. drou. x. waxpobun., (3) sig ry» mepida 4.7.2. 
The construction would be still more symmetrical if, in the third clause, 
év don yapi (Rom. xv. 32) had been written instead of pera yapac—which 


was easily prevented by the versatility of the apostle’s form of concep-.. 


tion. —tv ravi Epyw dyahp xaprog. is to be taken together [XXV ¢.] (and 
_ then again, abfavdy, eg tiv éniyv. tr. Oot), inasmuch as ye by every good 
work (by your accomplishing every morally good action) bear fruit, as 
good trees, comp. Matt. vii. 17. But not as if the xaprodepeiy and the 
abgavectar were separate things; they take place, as in ver. 6, jointly and at 
the same time, although, after the manner of parallelism, a special more 
precise definition is annexed to each. Moreover, éy marti épy. dy. is not 
to be connected with sc waaay dpecx. (Oecumenius, Theophylact, ‘Eras- 
.. Yous, and others, also Steiger); otherwise we mistake and destroy the 
“symmetrical structure of the passage —xal abfavdu.. sie r. ériyy. 7. 0.] 


and, inasmuch as. with this moral fruit-bearing at the same time ye in- - 


~ orease. tn respect to the knowledge of God, that is, succeed in knowing Him 
- More and more fully. The living, effective knowledge of God, which is 
“Ineant by éniyy. 7. Geov (ver, 6, iii, 10, ii. 2), sustains an ethically necessary 
action and reaction with practical morality. Just as the latter is pro- 
- maoted by the former, so also knowledge grows through moral practice in 
- Nirtue of the power of inward experience of the divine life (the Coy tot 


inner man. The fact that here rod Ocod generally is said, and not roi 


od, Eph. iv. 18), by which God reveals Himself more and more to the 
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‘comp. on Eph. iv. 15; 2 Pet-i. 8. The reading rf émyvdce 7. ©, would 
have to be taken as instrumental, with Olshausen, Steiger, Huther, de 


Wette, Bleek, who follow it, but would yield after ver. 9 something quite. 
selfevident.. We may add that ebsdév., with the dative of spiritual in- 
crease by something, i is frequent in Plato and classic writers.—As to the 
nominatives of the participles, which are not to be taken with wAypod. 
(Beza, Bengel, Reiche, und others), but relate to the logical subject of. 


_ wepemat. agivg, comp. on Eph. iv. 2; 2 Cor.i. 7. 


Ver. 11. is co-ordinate with the foregoing év mavri épyp ... Oc0b.—iv 
ndoy dvv, duvaz.] [XXV d.] év is instrumental, as in ver. 9 (Eph. vi. 10; 
2°Tim. ii. 1); hence not designating that, in the acquiring of which the in- 
vigoration is supposed to consist (Hofmann), but: by means of every (moral). 
power (by its bestowal on God’s part) becoming empowered.\—xara. 7d xparog 
rhe O6&, abr. ] according to the might of His majesty ; with this divine might 


(see as to xpdro¢ on Eph. i. 19), through the powerful influence of which 


that strengthening is to be imparted to them, it is also to be e correspondent 

—and thereby its eminent strength and efficacy are characterized («ard ‘in 
Eph. i. 19 has another sense). Comp. 2 Thess. ii. 9; Phil. ili, 21. And 73 
Kparog tT. Og, abt. is not His glorious power (Luther, Castalio, Beza, and 
others; also Flatt and Bihr), against which aivov should have been a 
sufficient warning ; but ra xparog is the appropriate attribute of the divine 
majesty (of the glorious nature of God). Comp. Eph. iii. 16; Ecclus. 
xviii..5. The’ «pirog therefore ds not the glory of God (BGhmer), but the 
latter has the former,—and the déga is not to be referred to a single . 


aspect of the divine greatness (Grotius: power; Huther: love), but to. its - 


glorious whole. Comp. on Rom. vi. 4.—eie wacay trop, . paxpoll.| in respect 


to every endurance (in affliction, persecution, temptation, and the like, 


comp. Rom. y.3; 2 Cor. i. 6, vi. 4; Jas. i.3£; Luke viii. 15; Rom. ii. 7, 
et al.) and long-suffering (towards the offenders and persecutors), that is, so 
as to be able to’ exercise these virtues in every way by means of that 
divine strengthening. The distinction of Chrysostom: pakpofuuet tee mpd¢ 
ac ob dbvarae apubvacba, is 


éxetvoug abe duvarav Kat abvactac’ trauéver dé, 


arbitrary. See, on the contrary, for instance, Heb. xii. 2, 3. Others 


understand it variously; but it is to be observed, that touov) expresses 
the more general idea of endurance, and that yaxpoAuuia, the opposite of 
which is 6fv0upia? and oFvlbuyoue® always refers in the N.'T. to the rela- 
tion of patient tolerance towards offenders. Comp. iii. 12; Gal. v. 22 

Rom, ii, 4; Eph. iv. 2; also Heb. vi. 12; Jas. v.10.—nerd yapac] [XXV e.] 
is joined with racav trop. «. paxpod. by Theodoret, Luther, Beza, Castalio, 
Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, Bengel, Heinrichs, and many others, including 
Olshausen, Bihr, Steiger, de Wette, Baumgarten- -Crusius, Dalmer, so that 
the true, jouful patience (comp. ver. 24) is denoted. But the symmetry: 
of the passage (see ‘ on ver. 10), in | Which the two pr evious participles are 


1 duvaudw (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 605) does not xvii. 81;.in Aquila; Job xxxvi. 9; Ps. Ixiv, 
“oecur in Greek anthors, and is only found 4. Paul elsewhere uses évduvapody. 

here and at Heh. xi34,Lachm.intheN.T.;in | | ?Eur: And. 729; Jas. ilo. 

othe ‘LXX. at Eccles. x. 10; Dan, ix.27; Ps... S Artem. iv. 69. , ©. 
























THE EPISTLE OF PAUL To THE COLOSSIANS. 


“also preceded by a prepositional definition, ames so natur ally to. the con- 
~ nection with what follows? that it ca annot be abandoned without arbitrari- 
ness. Even in that case, ee the. thought of jo yful patience, which is 
 pertsinly apostolic (Rom. v. 3; 1 Pet.i.6; Rom. xii. 12; comp. I Matt. v. 
12), isnot lost, when the cis cossion rises from patience to Joyful thunks- 
* giving. Observe also the deliberate juxtaposition of pera yapic ebyaptor. 

Ver. 12. While ye give thanks with joyfulness, etc..—a third accompanying 
definition of mepurarjoa: agiug k.7.A. (ver. 10), co-ordinate with the two 
definitions preceding, and not to be connected with ob ravépeta ‘bet A 
(Chrysostom, Theophylact, Calvin: “iterum. redit ad gratulationem,” 

_ Calovius, Bohmer, Baumgarten-Crusius).—r rarp/] of Jesus Christ; comp, 
ver, 13, and rod Kupiou in ver. 10, not: “the Father absolutely ” (Hofmann). 
“Tt ds always in Paul's writings to be gathered from the context, whose 


he name God absolutely (in abstracto) 6 rarjp.. Comp. ver, 8, which, how- 


‘the editor at our passage, in spite of the fact that the two passages have 
different subjects. Just as little does ele rv pepida «7.2, betray itself as an 
interpolation from Eph. i, 18 andi. 11 (Holtzmann), seeing that, on the 
one hand, the expression at our passage is so wholly peculiar, and, on the 
other hand, the idea of «Agpovouia is so general in the N.T. Comp. espe- 
« ginlly, Acts XXVi. 18.2—r@ ixavdcarri «.7.4.] Therein lies the ground of the 
. thankagiving, quippe qui, etc. God has made’ us fit (jac applies to. the 
~ letter-writers and readers, so far as. they are Christians) for a share in the 
_ Messianic salvation through the light, inasmuch. as, instead of the darkness 
_ which ‘previously prevailed over us, He has by means of the gospel 
brought to us the dafea, of which light is the distinctive element and the 
quickening and saving principle (Eph. v. 9) of the Christian constitution 
» both in an intellectual and ethical point of view (Acts eae 18); hence 
~ Christians are children of the light (Eph. v. 8;.1 Thess. v.56; Luke xvi. 8). 
Comp. Rom. xiii. 12; 2 Cor. v.14; 1 Pet. ii.9. In Christ ‘ihe light had 
attained to personal "innifestation (John i. 4 ff, iil. 9, vill’ 12; Matt, iv. 
a 16, et ai.), as the personal revelation of the divine nature itself (1 John i 

“3 and the gospel was the means of its communication (Eph. iii. 9; Heb. 

wu 4, 2 Cor, 1.4, Acts xxvi. 23, e al.) to men, who without this e enlight- 
enment were wnjit for the Messianic salvation (Eph, ii. 14f, iv. 18, v. 11, 
vie 12, 1. Thess. v. 4, e al). The instrumental definition é& 1 grt is 
: pla at the end, im order that ib may stand out with. special emphasis ; 
~ hence, also, the relative sentence which follows refers to this very element. 
An objection has been wrongly urged against our view (which is already 


a Syn, chrysontan, Osctimenins, Theophiy- ” . sion with ae 12-14, may be i Sieieniiy & @X- 





= ee a ee and others, including -_- plained by the circumstance that in Acts xxvi. ' 
“also Paul is sae eet Holtzmann ered 


Father God is to be understood as being (even at Eph. i. 17); never does | 


ever, 18 held by Holtzmann to be the original, suggesting a repetition by: 


adopted. by. Chrysostom, emai abpeplay lsat comp. Estias, and 
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others, including Flatt and Steiger), ‘that: Paul must have necd mvevpa 
instead of @d¢ (see Olshausen). The 'ixavoty év 7G guri is, indeed, nothing 
else than the xadéiv ely rd adg (1 Pet. ii. 9) conceived in respect of its moral. 
efficacy, and the result thereof on the part of, man is the eivar gdg éy xupig 
(Eph. y. 8), or the elva: vidv rod gordo (1 Thess. v. 5; John xii. 86), d¢ 
gworipec & xdouw (Phil. ii. 15).. But the light isa power; for itis rd ¢a¢ rie 
ope (John viii. 12), has its armor (Rom. xiii, 12), produces its fruit (Eph. 
v. 9), effects the Christian ééyyew (Eph. v.18), endurance in the contlict of 
affliction (Heb, x. 82), ete. Ev r@ dari [XXV/] is usually connected 
with rob KAjpou Trav dyiwy, so that this xAppoc is described as existing or to ‘be 
Jound in light, as the kingdom of light ; in which case we may.think either 
of its glory (Beza and others, Bohmer, Huther), or of its purity and perfet- 
tion (Olshausen, de Wette, and Dalmer) as referred to... But although the 
connecting article rod might be wanting, and the «Agpoc tr. dy. év 7 gurl 
might thus form a single conception, it may be urged as an objection that 
the heritage meant cannot be the temporal position of Christians, but only 
the future blessedness of the Messianic glorious kingdom; comp. ver. 18, 
tH Baad. Tob vior. Hence not év r@ duri, but possibly év ri déey, év ra Silt, &v 
roi¢ obpavoic, or the like, would be a fitting definition of xA%poc, which, 
however, already Aas in rév dyivy its definite description (comp. Eph. i. 18; 
Acts xx. 82, xxvi.18). Just as little—for the same reason, and because +. 
pepida already carries with it its own definition (share in the «Ajpoc)—is iv 
76 gwrt to be made dependent on ry wepida, Whether év be taken locally. 


—(Bengel: “Lux est reynum Dei, habentque fideles tx hoe regno purlem 


beatam’’) or as in Acts vill. 21 (Ewald), in which ease Hofmann finds the 
sphere expressed (comp. also Bleek), where the saints have got their peculiar pos- 
session assigned to them, so that the being in light stands related to the future 
glory as that which is still in various respects conditioned stands to plenitude 
—as if cAgpo¢ (comp. on Acts xxvi.18) had not already the definite and full 
eschatological sense of the possession of eternal glory. This «Ajpog, of 
which the Christians are possessors (rév dyiwv), ideally before the Parousia, 
and thereafter really, is the theocratic designation (MoM) of the property 
of the Messianic kingdom (see on Gal. iii. 18; Eph. i. 11), and the pepic (pam) 


“tov KAgpov is the share of individuals? in the same. Comp. Ecclus. ay 23. 


Ver. 13. A more precise elucidation of the divine benefit previously 
expressed by 1@ ixavacavts .. . dwri. This verse forms the transition, by 
which Paul is led on to the instructions as to Christ, which he has it in 


- view to give down.to ver. 20.2—ék tije ove. tod oxor.] [XXV g.] rod oxor-is not: 


1Comp, also Bleek... Hofmann incorrectly | conceived as pepirys of the xAjpos of the saints, 


| says that-rod xAjpov serves only to designate. in which he for his part cunmeréxer. 


the pepis as destined for special possession. In 2 This Christological outburst runs on in the | 


that case, at least, the qualitative genitive of form of purely positive statement, although 


the abstract must have been put (7}s. eAnpovo- 
Hias, as In Ps, xvi. 5).. But the conerete rot 
KAYpou--r. d&y.vis, as the literal sense of jepis, - 
portio; most naturally suggests, the genitivus 
' partitivus (G. totius), so that the individual is _ 


having already i in view doctrinal dangers of 
the kind in, Golossae.. According. to Holtz 


. “mann, the Christology belongs to the compiler ; 
' ‘the whole passage, vv. 14-20, is forced and with- 


out monoes and it is onlyin ver 21 thatwe find 
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; genitive of apposition (Hofmann), but, corresponding to the ele rv Baoieiav 
that follows, genitive of the subject: out of the power, which darkness has. 
The latter, as the influential power of non-Christian humanity (of the 
xéopoc, Which is ruled by the devil, Eph. ii. 2), is personified ; its essence is 
the negation of the intellectual and ethical divine 4%jéea, and the affirm- 
ation of the opposite.’ The act of the égppicaro has taken place by 
means of the conversion to Christ, which is the work af God, Rom. viii. 
29 i; Eph. i ii. 4 ff Itis to be observed, that the expression éx 7. éouc. 7, 
oxérouc-is chosen as the correlative of év 7 gwri in ver. 12.—xai peréoryaey | 

-'The matter is to be conceived locally (cig érepov rérov, Plat. Legg. vi. p. 762 

B), so that the deliverance from the power of darkness appears to be 
~ united with the removing away into the kingdom, etc.—eig riv Bacid kr, bs 

_ that is, into the kingdom of the Messiah, (XXV h.J Eph. v.5; 2 Petei 

for this and nothing else is meant by 7 BaovAsla Xpiorod (rod Ooi, rv Hae 

in all passages of the N. T5 The aorist yeréor. is to be explained by the 

matter being conceived proleptically (rj yap éAmids fod0nuev, Rom. viii. 24), 

as something already consummated (comp. on édéface, Rom. viii. 30).. Thus 

the kingdom which is nigh is, by means of their fellowship of life with 
their Lord (Eph. ii. 6), 28 certain to the redeemed as if they were already 
translated into it. The explanation which refers it to the Christian church 

(go still Heinrichs, Bihr, Huther, and most expositors) as contrasted with 
_ the. kdopoc, ig jast as unhistorical as that which makes. it the invisible 

‘inward, ethical kingdom (sce especially Olshausen, following an erroneous 































‘come. Certainly all who name Christ their Lord are under this king 


~ Eph. v.5; 1 Cor. vi. Of, xv. 24,50; Gal. v. 21, et al. ; John xviii. 36.—ri 
 éyarne airad] § in essential meaning, indeed, nothing els than rod viot abrod 
. toh dyarnrod (Matt. iii. 17, xvii. 5,.e¢ ad. 5, OY Tod viod Tad ayaryrod abrod 
(Matt. xii. 18; Mark xii. 6), but more prominently singling out the attribute 
_ (Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 141 [E. T 162]) : of the Son of Hig love, that is, of 

_ the Son who is the object’ of His love, genitive of the subject. Comp. Gen. 

xxxv. 18: vlag ddivqe pov. Entirely parallel is Eph. i. 6 f.;. é r@ gyamquérg, 
dv b byouev wre Augustine, de. Trin. xv. 19, understood it as genitive of 
orig gin, making dydry abrot denote the divine substantia+ So again Olshau- 
. sen, in whose view the expression is meant to correspond to the Johan- 
nine povoyerge, This is entirely without analogy in the N.T. mode of con- 
ception, according to which not the procreation (ver. 15), but the sending 
of the Son is referred to the divine love as its act ; and ois love i is not the 


i 


1 the divent sequel to ver. 13. “The latter state: ~ xxvi, 18; Rom, mil, 1a; Eph, ¥. 8 vi. 12, et at. 


“CUESUS, AS a grand basis. for all: the éxhorta-". wkdéros eeBiorapévin KOL-€e oKéTous eis fas, 

tions and warnings that follow, be held with- - ®Compy iv. 11;:and’ see on Rom. xiv, 1731 
ante due motive? ‘Holiarpeny t forms too. harsh ~ Cor, iv. ‘Matt, iil, 2, vi. 10. 
: nae i tee Mopenaptia finds in the ex: 






fat, 4 Na dvd THis viodeotas. 


—-swiew of Luke xvii. 21), to which also Bleek and Hofmann ultimately. , 


(Hofmann); but this isnot yet his Bacdsia; that belongs to the future aldv, 


ment is incorrect. And why should this ex-.— 2 Comp. Plat. Rep. p. S18 Ax «re dures cig 
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essence of God (in the metaphysical sense), but His essential disposition 
(the essence in the ethical sense), even in 1 John iv. 8,16. Consequently 
it might be explained: “of the Son, whom His love has sen#,” if this were 

suggested by the context; so far, however, from this being the case, the 
language refers to the exalted Christ who rules (Baa:Aciar). The expression 
itself, 6 vide rH¢ aya. abrod, is found in the N.T. only here, but. could not 
be chosen more suitably or with deeper feeling to characterize the opposite 
_of the God-hated element of oxéroc, which in its nature is directly opposed 


to the divine love. The view, that it is meant to be intimated that. the 


“sharing in the kingdom brings with it the viofecia (Huther, de Wette), 
imports what is not expressed, and anticipates the sequel. Holtzmann 


without ground, and unfairly, asserts that in comparison with Eph. i. 6, 


our passage presents “stereotyped modes of connection and. turns of an 
ecclesiastical orator,” under which he includes the Hebraizing 6 vide tie 
ayarns air. as being thoroughly. un-Pauline—as if the linguistic resources 
of the apostle could not even extend to an expression which is not 
indeed elsewhere used by him, but is in the highest degree appropriate to 
a specially vivid sense of the divine act of love; something sentimental 
in the best sense. 

Ver. 14. Not « preliminary condition of the vlobeofa (de Wette), nor the 
benefit of which Christians become partakers in. the kingdom of the 
Son of God (Huther; against which it may be urged that the Baocde‘a does 
not denote the kingdom of the church); nor yet a mark of the deliverance 
from darkness having. taken place,'—since this deliverance necessarily 

coincides with the translation into the kingdom;.but it is the abiding 
(Exouer, habemus, not accepimus) relation, tn which that transference ilo the 


kingdom of God has its causal basis. The ransoming (from the punishment, 


of sin, see the explanatory rv d@eow tov déuapt.) we have in Christ, inas- 
much as He, by the shedding of His blood as the purchase-price (see on 
1 Cor. vi. 20; Gal. iii..18, iv. 5), has given Himself as a 2izpov (Matt. xx. 
28; Mark x. 45; 1 Tim. ii. 6); and this redemption, effected by His 
Laorhpiov (Rom. iii. 21 ff), remains continually in subsistence and efficacy. 
Hence: év ¢, which specifies wherein the subjective éyouev is objectively 
based, as its cause meritoria (Rom. ili. 24). Comp., moreover, on Eph. i.7, 
whence da rod aivarog abrod has found its way hither as a correct gloss, 
But the deleting of this addition by no means implies that we should 
make rév duapridy also belong to ry dmroAbrpwow (Hofmann), as in Heb. ix. 
15, especially as Paul elsewhere only uses aroabrpwore either absolutely 
(Rom. iii. 24; 1 Cor. i. 80; Eph. i. 7, iv. 80) or with the genitive of the 
subject (Rom. viii. 23; Eph. i. 14). The expression dgeow tr. duapr. is not 
used by him elsewhere in the epistles (comp., however, Rom. iv. 7), but at 


Acts xiii. 88, xxvi. 28. Holtzmann too. hastily infers that the writer had 


read the Synopties. 


Ver. 152’ cra ue seo Note XXVL pages267, 268.] After having stated, 


1 Ritschl in the Jae f. Deutsche Theol. . ®As to vv. 15-20, see Schleiermacher in the 


eae 1000 p. 613. © i Le tee Stud. u. Krit, 1832, p. 497, (Werke 2. Theol. IL. 
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tn ver. 14, what we have in Christ (whose state of exaltation he has in view, 
gee ver. 13, iv Pacrdetav), Paul now, continuing his discourse by an epex- 
egetical relative clause, depicts what Christ, is, namely, as regards His 
divine dignity—having in view:the influences of the fulse teachers, who 
with Gnostic tendencies depreciated this dignity. The plan of the dis- 
‘course is not tripartite (originator of the physical creation, ver. 15 f.; main- 
tainer of everything created, ver. 17; relation to the new moral creation, 
ver. 18 ff,—s0 Biihr, while others divide differently), but bipartite, [X XVI 

a:] in such away that vv. 15-17 set forth the exalted metaphysical rela- 

~~ tion of Christ fo God and the world, and then ver. 18 ff, His historical 
relation of dignity to the church? This division, which in itself is fogically 


to be a separate, co-ordinate part), is also externally indicated by the two 
confirmatory clauses dre év air@ «7.2. in ver. 16 and ver. 19, by which the 
two preceding ® affirmations in ver. 15 and ver..18 are shown to be the proper 


expressed de. gor in ver. 15 and ver. 18 as marking the beginning of the 
for the main idea, which governs the whole effusion, vv. 15-20, is the glory 


- begins the second .part with the words «al atréc, ver. 18, passing over from 
. the general to the special, namely, to His government over the church to 
. which He has attained by His resurrection. [XXVI ¢] On the details, 
gee below. [On-vv.15-17, see Note XX VIL. pages. 269-271.J—te gore x.7.4.] 
—“Itis to be observed that Paul has in view Christ as regards His presend 

existence, consequently as regards the presence and continuance of His 
~ state of exaltation (comp. on vv. 18, 14); hence he affirms, not what Christ 
was, but what He és. On this éoriv, comp. vy. 17, 18, and 2 Cor. iv. 4. 
_. Therefore not only the reference to Christ’s temporal manifestation (Calvin, 
. Glotius, Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others), but also the limit- 
ation to Christ’s divine nature or the Logos (Calovius, Estius, Wolf, and 
many others, including Bihr, Steiger, Olshausen, Huther) is incorrect. 
‘The only correct reference is to His whole person, [XXVII a.], which, in 


interpretation (of Christ. as the moral Re- . reference to the same. 

’» former of the world), Holzhausen in the. Tib, 3In conformity with the confirmatory fanc- 
» Beitsehr. 1832, 4, p. 286 Tf; Osiander, ibid. — tion of the é7, according to:;which not the 
1833, 1,°2;' Bahr, appendix. to Momment. p. .. clause.introdueed by art, but the elanse which 


A “alse Hofmann, Schrifthew. TL pl1b8.f6, ey to which érux.7.A. is logically subordinated. 
“Pe B87 5 éyschlag in the Stud. u: rit, Hence the-two-parts are not to be begun with 
44GB eo : '. the two clauses. dr. év aire themselves (so 







rab opere ereationis,” and * quod caput. 
ae sit? _ Comp, Schmid, ‘Bibl. Theol. Il, ; 
hansen brings the two divisions unde nt association with -ver..10..° > 

int. ially Bengel, Schleiermacher, 
p. also Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 7. 


be quite aloof from this connection—a suppo- 





correct (whereas ver. 17 is not suited, either as regards contents or form, - 


- parts of the discourse. [XXVI6.] . Others* have looked upon the twice-_ 
two parts. But this would not be justifiable as respects the second b¢ gore; 


of the dominion of the Son of God, in the description of which Paul evidently 


‘B21 ff), and, in opposition to his ethical . ence to the incarnation, and in vv. 18-20, with 


821 4E; Bleek on Heb. i. 2 See generally it is to confirm, contains the leading thought, 


aloviu. : Redemptoris descriptio 4. Rich. Sehmidt, Paulin. Christol., p..182), in _ 
-which case, moreover, ver. 15 is supposed to | 


ion at variance with its even verbally evi- 
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the divine-human state of its present heavenly existence, 7s continually 


that which its divine nature—this nature considered in and by itself—wwas_ 


before the incarnation; so that, in virtue of the identity of His divine 


nature, the same predicates belong to the exalted Christ as to the Logos. 


See. Phil. ii.6; John xvil. 5—eixdy rob Ocot Tob dopdrov| image of God the 


invisible, [XX VIL b.] Comp. on 2 Cor. iv. 4. As, namely, Christ in His — 


pre-existence! down to His incarnation already possessed the essential 
divine glory, so that He was as to nature ica Oe, and as to form of appear- 


ance év pope} Ocot ixdpyev (see on Phil. it. 6); so, after He had by means | 


of the incarnation divested Himself, not indeed of His God-equal nature, 


but of His divine déga, and had humbled Himself, and had in obedience 


towards God died even the death of the cross, He has been exalted again. 
by.God to His original glory (Phil. ii. 9; John xvii. 5), so that the divine 
défa now exists (comp. on ii. 9) in His ‘glorified corporeal manifestation © 
(Phil, ili. 21); and He—the exalted Christ—in this His. glory, which is 
that of His Father, represents and brings to view by exact image God, 
who is in Himself invisible. He is aravyaapa rie SéEng nat yapaxrip tig 


‘brooracewe Oot (Heb. i. 3), and, in this majesty, in which He is the exactly 


similar visible revelation of God, He will present Himself to all the world | 
at the nia (Matt. xvi. 27, xxv. 81; Phil. iii. 20; 2 Thess. i. 7; 1 Pet. 
iv. 13; Tit. 11, 18, e¢ al). The predicate rod doparov, placed as it is in its 


characteristically significant attributive position * behind the emphatic roi 


Geot', posits for the conception of the exact image visibility (Web, xii. 14; 2 
Cor. ii, 18; Acts xxii. 11); but the assumption that Paul had thus in view 
the Alexandrian doctrine of the Zogos, the doctrine of the hidden and 
manifest God 4, the less admits of proof, because he is not speaking here 


of the pre-existence, but of the exalted Christ, including, therefore, His. . 


human nature; hence, also, the comparison with the angel Metatron of 
Jewish theology (comp. Hengstenberg, Christol. IIT. 2, p. 67) is irrelevant. 
The Fathers, moreover, have, in opposition to the Arians, rightly laid 
stress upon the fact® that, according to the entire context, eixav rod Oecd is 
meant in the eminent sense, namely of the adequate, and consequently 
consubstantial, image of God (udévog....Kai arapadddnrog etxov, Theophy- 
lact), and not as man (Gen. i. 26; comp. also 1 Cor. xi. 7; Col. iii. 10) or 


1 Sabatier, p. 290, withont reason represents 
the apostle as inastate of indistinct suspense 
in regard to his conception of this pre-exist- 
ence, And PHeiderer (in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 
1871, p. 633) sees in the pre-existence a sttb- 
jeetive product, the consequence, namely, of 


" the fact that Christ is the ideal of the destiny of 


the hwman nind, hypostasized in a single per- 
son, to-which is transferred the eternity and 
unchanged self-equality of the idea. © 
2This is the chief point of agreement be- 
tween our Epistle and the Epistle to the He- 


“brews; and itis explained by. the Pauline ~ 
basis and. footing, on which the author of the 
The stibsequent rpwerdtoxos Tac. 


latter stood. 


«ric., however, has nothing to do with mpwré- 
roxas, Heb. i. 6, where the absolute word. is 


rather to be explained in accordance with _ 
Rom. viii. 29. We make this remark in oppo-:; 


sition to Holtzmann, according to whom “the 
autor ad Ephesios as to his Christology walks in 
the track opened by the Epistle to the He- 
brews.” Other apparent resemblances to this 
letter are immaterial, and similar ones can be 
gathered from all the Panline letters, 

2 Bornemann, Sehol. in Luc. 'p. xxxvi.; Bern- 
hardy, p. 322 f. 

4See Usteri, Lehrbegr.:p. 3083 comp. Baha, 
Olshausen, Steiger, Huther. 

-5See Suicer, Thes. LT. p, 415. 
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the creation (Rom. i. 20) is God’s image. In that case, however, the invis- 
ne - bility of the eixéy is not at all to be considered as presupposed (Chrysos- 


‘in itself (1 Tim. i..17; Heb. xi. 27), so far as it does not present itself in its 
cixév; whereas the notion of eixév necessarily involves perceptibility (see 
above); “ Dei inaspecti aspectabilis imago,” Grotius. This visibility—and 
that not merely mental (Rom. i. 20)—had-been experienced by Paul him- 
self at. his conversion, and at Christ's Parousia will be fully experienced 
by all the world. Different from this is the (discursive), cognoscibility of 
God, which Christ has brought about by His appearance and working. 
John i. 18, xiv..9. This applies against the view of Calvin, Clericus, and 

~~ many others, including de Wette: “in His person, appearance, and oper- 
“ation .. «God has made Himself as i were visible.” Thus the substan- 
tiality of the exact image is more or less turned into a quasi or quocdam- 
modo, and the text is thus laid open to every kind of rationalizing caprice. 
We may add that Christ was already, as Adyo¢ doapxoc, necessarily the 
image of God, but é popgi Oecd, in purely divine glory; not, as after His 
exaltation, in divine-human dda; consequently, the doctrine of an eternal 
humanity of Christ (Beyschlag) is not to be based on eleév tot Oeot.? The 

- idea, also, of the prototype of humanity, which is held by Beyschlag here to 
underlie that, of the image of God (comp. his Christol. p. 227), is foreign to 
the context. Certainly God has in eternity thought of the humanity which 
in the fullness of time was to be assumed by His Son (Acts xv. 18); but 
this ig simply an ideal pre-existence (comp. Delitasch, Psychol. p. 41 ff), 


veal antemundane existence of the personal Logos.—purdroxog wdoye KTi- 


relation to what is created, in an. apologetic. interest of opposition to the 
Gnostic false teachers.* The false teachers denied to Christ the supreme 
“qnique rank in the order of spirits. But he is first-born oj' every creature, 
that is, born before every creature—having come to personal existence, entered 
upon subsistent being, ere yet anything created was extant (Rom. i. 25, viii. 
Heb. iv. 13)... [XXVII d.eJ Analogous, but hot equivalent, is Prov. 
22,f. It is to be observed that this predicate also belongs to the entire 







2 ? ot 4 iat 
tom, Calovius, and others); this, on the contrary, pertains to the Godhead | 


~ such as. belongs to the entire history of salvation, very different from the 


seat], [XXVIle.] After the relation of Christ to God now follows His | 


_ Christ, inasmuch as by His exaltation His entire person is raised to that : 
state in which He, as to His divine nature, had already existed before the 


.Grotins: “Addm imago Dei fuit, sed 
is; in Christo: perfectissime appa- 




















Gar (which is held to consist in the destina-. 
nling over the spirit-world) as Christ. 
o arent ! - i 4y _ . ; Sid ae 

















4 According to Hofmann (Schriftbev.), the ex- 
pression is also intended -to imply that the ex- 


~-istence of all created things was. brought about 
‘through Him. But this is only stated in what 


follows, and is not yet-contained in mpwtéro- 
kos by itself, which: only. posits ‘the origin of 
Christ (as Adyos mpodopexds) in- His temporal re- 


lation to the creature; and this point is the 


 mhore purely to be adhered to, seeing: that 








~ Chris Limself does not belong to the category 


oft fois. Calvin also has understood it 










s Hofmann does; comp: also Géss, v. d. Pers: 


79, and Beyschlag, p. 446, according to 

















CHAP. L 15. 225 - 
creation of the orld, acne to tiie Johannine expre ssion év apyi 
fv 6 Adyoc, Which in ‘substance, although not in form, is also Pauline; 
comp. Phil, ii. 6. Philo’s term zpwréyovoc, used of the Logos, denotes the. 
same relation » but it is not necessary to suppose that Paul appr opriated 
from him this expression, which is also current among classical authors, or 
that the apostle was at all dependent on the Alexandrian philosophic 
view. The mode in which he conceived of the personal pre-existence of 
Christ before the world as regards (timeless) origin, is not defined by the 
figurative mpwréroxog more precisely than as procession from the divine 
nature (Philo illustrates the relation of the origin of the Logos, by saying 
that the Father dvérecAev Him), whereby the premundane Christ became 
subsistent év yopgy Ocot and ica Oecd (Phil. 11.6). The genitive xdore xricews, 
moreover, is not the partitive genitive (although de Wette still, with Usteri, 
Reuss, and Baur, holds this to be indubitable), because the anarthrous rdca 
«rio does not mean the whole creation, or everything which is ereated (Hof- 
mann), and consequently cannot affirm the category or collective whole to 
which Christ belongs as its first-born individual (it means: every creature ; 
comp. on rca olxodoy%, Eph. ii. 21%); but it is the genitive of comparison, 
corresponding to the superlative expression: “the first-born in comparison 
with every creature” (see Bernhardy, p. 189), that is, born earlier than every 
creature’ In Rev. 1.5, zparérox. tov vexpor, the relation is different, r. vex- 
pov pointing out the category; comp. xpurdrox. iv roAAo%e a0., Rom. viii. 
29. The genitive here is to be taken quite as the comparative genitive 
with aptiree: see on Jolin 1. 15, and generally, Ktihner, Il. 1, p. 385 f£ The 
element of comparison is the relation of time (xpd tod roy Kéopov eiva, John 
‘xvii. 5), and that in respect of origin. But because the latter in the case 
of every xriow is diferent from what itis in the case of Christ, neither mpord- 
kttoro¢ NOT npatdéraacros is made use of,+—terms 3s which would indicate for 


whom Christ is at the same time to he desig- - rpwréyovos.. Hofmann indeed (Heil. Schr. in 


nated as the principle of the creature, whose 
origin bears in itself that of the latter. 


1Comp. Stall. ad Plat. Rep. p. 68 C. The - 


article would necessarily be added, as wéoa 
% «rio, Judith xvi, 4, or 4 maaa «riots, 3 
Mace. vi. 2, or 7 «ricws mao, Comp. also ody 
 xriais, Wisd. xix. 6, 
2 Hofmann, Schriftbew. Lp. 156: “ In relation 
to all that is created, Christ oceupies the posi- 
tion which a first-born has towards the house- 
hold of his father.” Essentially similar is his 
view in his Heil. Serr. N. 2, p. 16, where a. 
-x7te. is held to mean “all creation,” and to 
signify “all that ts created in its unity,” which 
is also the opinion of Rich. Schmidt, Paul. 
. Christol. p, 211. The interpretation of Hof 

mann (comp. Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 79) is incorrect, 
because there would thereby be necessarily 
affirmed a homogeneous. relation. of origin for 
Christ and all the kricws. 


stand.to Christ in the relation of the pera ~ 
TexOeis to the mpwrdéroxos, of the émiyovos to the 


6 





The criges would © 


loc.) opines that wéons xricews is simply geni- 
tive “of the definition of relation." But this, 
in fact, explains nothing, because the question 
remains, What relation is meant to be defined 
by the genitive? The apurdroxos raons «ti- 
gews is not at all to be got over so easily as 
it is by Hoffmann, namely, with a grammati- 
cally erroneous explanation of the anarthrous 
wage xtiots, and with appeal to Ps. Ixxxix, 28 
(where, in fact, mpwrdroxos stands without 
genitive, and 133 in ene sense of the first 
rank). 

8Comp. Bahr. and Bleek, Ernesti,. Urspr. d. 
Siinde, I. p. 241; Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 494; 
Philippi, Glaubenst. 1. p. 214, ed. 2. 

4How much, however, the designations 
mputéxtioTos, Kric wa, erie K.T.Ay a8 applied 
to the origin of the Son, were in use among 


' the. Alexandrians (following Proy, villi. 22, °. 
~where Wisdom says: xvpeos Gereré pe, dom: 


Ecelus. i, 4, xxiv. 8f), may be seen in Giese- 
ler, Hirchengesch, 1.1, p. 327, ed. 4. 
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creature—but the term mpuréroxoc is chosen, which, in the comparison as 
to time of origin, ‘points to the peculiar nature of the ort igination in the 
case of Christ, namely, that He was not ereated by God, like the other 
‘beings in whom this is implied in the designation «rio, but born, having 
come forth homogeneous from the nature of God. And by this is 
. expressed, not a relation homogeneous with the «riog (Holtzmann), a 
relation kindred to the world (Beyschlag, Christol. p. 227), but that which is 
absolutely exalted above the world and unique. Theodoret justly observes: 
aby be adehogy Exeov thy kriow, GAN we mpd waone KTicews yerrylleic. At variance 
with the words, therefore, is the Arian interpretation, that Christ 1s desig- 
nated as the jirst creature; so also Usteri, p. 815, Schwegler, Baur, Reuss. 
With. this view the sequel also Gonfices which describes Christ. as the 
accomplisher and aim of creation; hence in His case a. mode of origin 


in fact, characteristically indicated in the purposely-chosen word zpurdro- 
“oe. The Socinian interpretation is also: incorrect! (Grotins, Wetstein, 
 Nosselt, Heinrichs, and others), that «rio denotes the new ethical creation, 
along with which there is, for the most part, associated the reference of 

npwréroc. to the highest dignity (Pelagius, Melanchthon, Cameron, Ham- 
“mond, Zachariae, and others, including Storr and Flatt; comp. de Wette), 
which is assumed also by many who understand it of the physical creation, 
- It is decisive against this interpretation, that xriog would necessarily 


dicate (xavf, 2 Cor. v.17; comp. Barnabas, ep. @. xvi. AaPdvreg rijy ddeow 
' ; tay duapti Kai dAnicavres éxt 7H dvduare Tod Kupiau, éyerdueba Kacvor, wérev bE 
paige wriféuevor), or at least by a context which admitted of no doubt; also, 
“ that xpurdroxog never means the most excellent, and can only have this sense 


~ ver, 17; comp. also tpordroxog ée rév vexndv in ver, 18) brings prominently 
forward the relation of. time? This apuwrdroxov elvar belongs gs to the high 
_ dignity of Christ (comp. Rev. iil, 14. 9 dayy ri uricewe tod Ocov), but 16 
~ does not signify it.* The ethical‘ interpretation of the pass age appears ad] 
the more mistaken, since according to it, even if mpurdron is understood 


Ohtist, who is withal Son of God; a eaniae acd of origin as for the 


higher and different from the being created must be presupposed, which is, . 


require for the moral notion a more precise definition, either by a pre-— 


et adjuncto (as at. Ps. Ixxxix, 28, Rom. vill. 29), which in this passage is- 
not by any means the case, as the context (see ver. 16, and pd wévrov in. 


eh Pempprelly BABES aise CUBIS “riot is that which is re modelled, and: 











The Socinian dottstive argues thus .“pri- 
mogenitum unum ex-eorum numero, quorum 
primogenitus est, esse necessa est,” but 
“Christ dould not. be “tinus e rebus eonditis 


rouldbe Arian, He must consequently belong 
the new creation, from which it follows, at 












the same time, that He does not possess addin. 
vine nature. “Bee Gatech Racov ity p 318; ed . 


-ereatronis veteris,” — an assumption which . 


$0ehnerev 6 Oeds rovhoas boa, sPoudevoaro,” robrop 


‘thy Adyov Ayeuvgge a apse PRO TenESS: mia 


ons Krigeas: 
.8Comp. Justin, o Tr. 1002. wpwrdroxovy ay 
Tod @eod x mpd wdvroy Tay Krianeror,. 


4 Bath errors of the Socinians, ete, are al- 
ready. present in Theodore of Mopsnestia, ; 
namely, that TAwToToKes mde «rig does’ not 


stand émi xadvou, but éi mporunioews, and sig- 


fies apa Taoav ig Ktiou TUpdmevos , ‘and 
e following éy ab7dix.t A ‘does not de - 

onparny, bub chy. dy abra yevoudyyy - 
Comp. also Photius, dmphal. 192. 
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mputéroxoc, He who has come first under this category, has: first received — 
this higher spiritual dignity ”’), Christ is made to be included under the xriotc, - 
which is at variance both with the context in ver. 16 f,, and with the whole 

N. T. Christology, especially the sinlessness of Christ. If, however, in 
order to obviate this ground of objection, xperdroxog is combined as an 

adjective with ed», we not only get a complicated construction, since both: 
words have their genitival definition, but mpwréroxog (instead of xpwrdrvmoc) 

would be an érappropriate predicate for eixov. This applies against Schlei- 

ermacher, who, taking «rio as “disposition and arrangementof human 

things,” educes the rationalizing interpretation, that Christ is in the whole 

compass of the spiritual world of man the first-born image, the original 

copy of God ; that all believers ought to be formed in the image of Christ, 

and. thence the image of God would likewise necessarily arise in. them— 

an image of the second order. In the interest of opposition to heresy, 

some, following Isidore of Pelusium, Ep. iii. 81, p. 287, and Basil the Great, 

¢, Eunom. iv. p. 104, have made the first-born even into the first-bringer-forth, 

mpetoroxor, as paroxytone, according to the classical usage,! as, with Erasmus 

in his Annot. (but only permissively) Erasmus Schmid and Michaelis did, 

although zpwrorécog in an active sense oceurs only of the female sex, and 

the very mpwréroxog é 7. vexp. of ver. 18 ought to have dissuaded from such 

an idea, to say nothing of the unfitness and want of delicacy of the 

figure* as relating to Christ’s agency in the creation of the world, and of 

the want of reference in the zparov to the idea of a debrepov—an idea which, 
with the usual interpretation, is implied tn «ricewe-——Ver. 15 f. is, more- 

over, strikingly opposed to that assumption of a world without beginning 

(Schleiermacher, Rothe). . 

Ver. 16. For in Him were all things created —the logically correct. con- 
firmation of mpardroxeg rac, cticewg. For if the creation of all things took 
place in Christ, it 1s evident that He must stand before the series of created 
things, and be xpordroxog raong xricewe.—év ai7O] [XX VIT f.] is not eqivalent 
to de’ abrov (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Beza, Bleek, 
and many others), but. on Christ depended (causally) the act of creation, 
so that the latter was not done independently of Him—in a causal con- 
nection apart from Him—but it had m Him the ground essentially con- 
ditioning it. In Him lay, in fact, the potency of life, from. which God. 
made the work of creation proceed, inasmuch as He was the personal 
principle of the divine seltrevelation, and therewith the accomplisher of 
the divine idea of the world, A well-known classical usage to denote the 
dependence ofa state of things, the causality of which is contained in any 
one? Notas if the “causa principalis” of the creation lay in Christ, but 
the organic causality of the world’s becoming created was in Him; hence 
the following é? airot affirms not a different state of things, but the same 
thing under a varied form of conception and designation, by which it is 


1Hom. JZ. xvii 5; Plat. Theaeé p. 101A, vas thy xtiow, Isidore, Le. . 


-J5L 0; Valekenaer, Schol. IL. p. 389. - 8$ee Bernhardy, p. 2103. Kiihner, I1.1, p. £03 
2apOtoy abtoy reToKdvar, TOUT éore memoince- f; from the N.‘l., Winer, p. 304 [E, ‘T. 389}. 
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. broveht out: in greater acaplanees The: primer 'Yy ground of éretition 18 
ever God, Rom, xi. 86; 1 Cor. viii. 6; Heb. xi. 3. The speculative Aa 

_pretation of scholastic theology, which found here the “ causa exemplaris, 
according to. which the idea omnium rerum was in’ Christ, 1s indeed 
followed in the main again by Bey schlag, as earlier by Kleuker, Bohmer, 
Bahr, Neander, Schleiermuctier, Steiger, Julius Miiller, Olshausen (the 
latter saying: “the Son of God is the intelligible world, the kéajog voyréc, 
that is, things in their very idea; He bears. their essence in Himself”), 

_ but is destitute of confirmation from the modes of conception and expres- 
‘sion elsewhere in the N. T., and, as é«rio#7 denotes the historical fact of the 
having been created, it would require not év abr, but s abrob, by which the 
coming forth ofthereal from theideal existence in Christ might be expressed. 

- Huther finds the inward connection indicated by év airé in the idea, that 

the eternal essence of the universe is the divine essence itself, which in 
Christ becamie man, This idea in itself has no biblical ground ; and Paulis 
speaking here, not of the existence and essence of the universe in Christ, 
but of the becoming created, which took place in Christ (y aiTg Cup jr, 
John i. 4), consequently of a divine act depending on Christ; comp. John hd 
1, 8: yupie abrod éyévero odd’ gv O yéyovev; Heb. i. 2; and Bleek in loc. ; 
‘Lasily, de Wette finds in é besides the instrumental agency at the same wd 
time something of a felic idea (comp. also Ewald and Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 
.. 424 £); but this blending together of two heterogencous references is not 
justified by the dv abrod cat ele abrdév that follows.—Zxriot] physical act of 
creation , Schleiermacher ought not to have called in question thelinguistic oe 
usage to this effect, with a view to favor the ethical interpretation of the : 
\ founding of the church2 The word may have the meaning adopted by — a 

“Sehleiermacher: to obtain its. arrangement and constitution? and that 
according to the relative nature. of the notion implied in. the word 
condere ; % but not here, where 1t is correlative with mday¢. xtisews, and 

where the quite general and in no way to be restricted ré mavra follows, 
Throughout the N.T,, in general «ritw, «rio, xrioua, denote the original 
bringing forth, never. merely the arrangement of that which exists; and 
~ even.in such passages as Eph. ii. 10, 15, iv. 24, the relation 1s conceived, 
only in a popular manner, as actual ereation—Observe, mpreover, the 
distinction of the tenses: éxriofy, which denotes the act that took place, and 
then: ‘Exriora, Which denotes the ereation which has taken place and now ‘ 
bsisis.4 —ra névra|.the collective whole, namely, of what is created. This is 
: en specified in a twofold way, as well in regard to place as in regard to 
ae nature—réa- év roig obpavoig x,7.2.] the things to be found in the heavens and 
: those to be found onearth. This is certainly a less exact designation of all 
coreated things than that t in Rey. x 8 (ade sbpaviey Kal ra év air KT Ais oe. ‘ 
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Neh. ix. 6; Gen. ii. 1, ef al.), but does not differ from it, as it does not 
exclude heaven and earth themselves, the constituent elements of which, 
in the popular view, are included in these two categories. Comp. 1 
Chron. xxx. 11. It is incorrect, therefore, to press this expression in 
opposition to the explanation which refers it to the creation of the world 
(Wetstein: “non dicit 6 otpavic Kai 4% y% éxrioty sed. ra ravra, ete, quo 
habitutores significantur, qui reconciliantur,” comp. Heinrichs and others, 
also Catech. Racov. 182, p. 214, ed. Oeder), and to think, with Schleier- 
macher, of the kingdom of heaven ; but it is arbitrary also, especially after 
ra ravra, to make the apostle mean primarily the living (Biihr, de Wette) 
or rational creatures. The expression embraces everything ; hence there 
was neither need for the mention of the lower world, nor, looking at the 
bipartite form of enumeration, occasion for it Gt is otherwise in Phil. 
ii. 10; Rev. v. 8). The idea that Paul could not have adduced those under 
the earth as a special class of created beings, because God had not created 
them with the view of their bemg under the earth (de Wette), would 
imply a reflection alien to the vivid flow of the passage before us.—ra 
dpard kK. Ta ddpara]. By the latter is meant the heavenly world of spirits, the 
angelic commonwealth, as is evident from the more precise enumeration 
which follows, and not the souls of men (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and 
others), which, on the contrary, as animating a portion of the épard, are 
included among the latter. Theodoret erroneously asserts that even -ré 
dpara applies to heavenly things (sun, moon, and stars); it applies to every- 
thing visible, as in Plat. Phaed. p. 79 A: @épev otv, et Bobdec, ion, dio etdy rev 
dvrav 7d péy dpardy, ta dé aecdéc—The dépara are now more precisely specified 
disjunctively by cite, sive... sive (put more than twice ; comp. Plat. Rep. p. 
612 A, 493 D; Eeclus, xli. 4). As to the four denominations of angels 
which follow, [XXVIII g.J—whose difference of rank Hofmann ground- 
_lessly denies, understanding thereby merely spirits collectively, of what- 
ever name they may be” —see on Eph. i. 21; Rom. viii. 88. In accordance 
with Eph. 1.21, where the grades of angels’ are mentioned in descending 
order, the arrangement here must be understood so, that the fpdve are 
the highest and the xvpidryree the lowest class, the dpyai and the éovoia 
being two middle orders lying between these two extremes. - At Eph. Le. 
Paul names also four. grades of the angelic hierarchy; but neither there 
nor here has he intended to give a conyplete enumeration of them, for in 
the former case he omits the @péve., and in the latter the duvdyexe. The 
Gpdvor. are not mentioned elsewhere in the N. 'T. (nor yet in Ignat. ad Tradl. 
5), but. they occur in the Test. Levi, p. 548, in which they are placed in the 
seventh heaven (év @ del Buvor rh bed xpooeépovra), also in Dionys. Areop. 
Hier, cel. 6. ff, and in the Rabbins.2 As regards the expression, the last 
three denominations are to be taken as abstracts, which represent the 
respective concretes, and analogously the concrete noun fpévor is used for 


ee, onthe other hand, Hahn, Theol. d. | ‘a Buxtort, Lex. Talim. p. 1097 ; Schostgen, 
ONT OT. p.299 fs Philippi, .Gdaudenst, iL. P. Hor. Pe 808. 
808f; Kahnis, Dogm. Te p.- 559. 
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thase to be otal on the thrones (for those oe suihone. 1 In this case the very 
natural supposition that the angels, whose designation by the term @pédvo. 
must have been in current use, were, in the imagery which gave sensuous 
embodiment to religious ideas, conceived as on thrones, is not to be called 
in question (in. opposition to Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL. p. 226). They were 
probably conceived as enthroned round the throne of God (comp. Rev. iv. 
4, XX, 4). It isto be observed, moreover, generally that Paul presupposes 
the various classes of angels, which he names, as well known; although we 
‘are unacquainted with the details of the case, this much is nevertheless 
certain, that the apostle was far removed from the dreamy fancies 
indulged in on this point by the later Rabbins.’? But very soon after the - 
apostolic age (comp. Hermas, Past. vis. ili. 4), instruction as to romoleciag 
“nlc dyyelucde was regarded as teaching for the more perfect. See Ignatius, 
ad Trall, 5. For the Christian faith there remains and suffices the 
testimony as to different. and. distinctively designated stages. and 
categories in the angelic world, while any attempt to ascertain more than 
is written in Scripture passes into the fanciful domain of theosophy.— 
With éoveia is concluded the confirmatory sentence (67), so that a full stop is 
to be placed after égove. With ra ravra begins a new sentence, in which 
ra révra and airé¢ correspond to one another; hence a comma only must. 
stand after gerera:, There is no reason for placing (with Lachmann) ra _ 
~révra down to ékcdAgc.in a parenthesis —ra mdvra dv abrod x.7.2.] a solemn 
~-pecupitulation,*® but in such a way that, instead of the act of creation 
previously mentioned, there is now presented the finished and ready 
_. wesulé (éeriorar); the causal relation which was previously denoted by év is 
“now more precisely indicated as a relation of mediate agency (6? avrod, 
-eomp. 1 Cor. viii. 6); then in ele abrév a new element is added, and the 
emphasis which in yer. 16 lay on éxriofy, is now laid on 7a mévra which 
- stands at the head of the sentence. We cannot say with Hofmann, that 
by dv abrod. and. cig airéy the Son comes to stand in contradistinction to 
what has been created as Creator, after by év abr@ the creative act has 
been presented as one that had taken place only not without the Son, By the 
: — latter, & .air@ would become too general and indefinite a. thought; while 
» 6¢ abrov in fact leaves the Father as the Creator, which He is, and predi- 
cates of the Son merely the “ causa medians” of the execution of the work, 
2 Just as eg abrév predicates the “causa finalis” of the same—elg abrév) - 
~ tw reference to Him, for Him, asthe aim and end, “in quo Pater Aequi-. 
~ escit,” Beza.. Comp. Rom. xi. 86; 1 Cor. viii. 6; Barnab. Hp.12: & airé 
- Té rdvra.xal ele abrdv. » The more exact purport ‘of this relation is apparent 
from. all that: follows down to ver. 20. Every thing, namely, is created, in 
-. rer to be gender on Cane and, to. serve tig will and aim.‘ . Comp..on 


go.as once more to éxpress as clearly as possi- 

~~ ble-the whole. in all: conceivable temporal 
_e0 Bisenmenger, onto Judenth. 1h i relations.” - 
; ~  £And, if ‘the world was: created not merely 

but -alsoels -abrdy, consequently 
ence to Him, iti is certain thas with 


Com, Kune, In 1 P. U; Rahnken, ad 
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cally lays stress on. the pre-existence of Christ. 
have written jv (John i. 1); but he makes use of the former, Bonin he 
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“Eph. i. 23, iv. 10; Phil. ig ff. The t final cause sof: the world, referred in 


Rom. xi. 86 to God, is here affirmed of Christ, and with equal right; for 
He, as He was the organ of God in creation, is the commissioned ruler to 
whom the xvpidryg trav révrov is conumitted (Matt. xxviii. 18; Phil. ii. 9; 1 
Cor. xv. 27; Heb. ii.8), in order that everything created may have the 


ethical telic destination of serving Him. More special definitions of the 


meaning of cig airéy are without due warrant, and in particular, the often- 
repeated one: to His glorification (Beza, Flatt, Bohmer, and others); it lays 
down Christ in general as the legitimus jfinis (Calvin)—The expositors, 
who explain the words.as referring to the new moral creation, have sum- 
moned to their aid all kinds of arbitrary conjectures in detail—a remark 
which applies not merely to Nésselt, Heinrichs, and ‘others, but also to 


Schleiermacher, who holds (comp. Baumgarten-Crusius) that 7a év 7. ofp. 


is everything that belongs to the kingdom of heaven, and ra émi +. yie 
everything which belongs to civil order in earthly kingdoms; that ra 
dparé and ra aépara apply only to the latter; that the @pdrec «7.2. are 
magisterial offices, and the like. 
Ver. 17. Kai airég] [XXVIT AL] which is to be separated from the pre- 
ceding by a comma only (see on ver. 16), places, in contradistinetion to 


the created objects in ver. 16 (ra révra), the subject, the creating self: “and 


He Himself, on His part, has an earlier existence than all things, and the 
collective whole subsists in Him.” Never is atréc in the nominative? the 


mere unemphatic “he” of the previous subject (de Wette), either in Greek 


authors or in the N. T., not even in passages such as Buttmann (WVeut. Gr. 

p. 94 [E. T. 107] brings forward.’—mpd rdévror] like rpwrdroxoc, referring to 
Socinians, Nésselt, Heinrichs, Schleiermacher, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, and others hold); Paul thus repeatedly and emphati- 


the counsel of creation there was also posited, els avrév gxricrat is the necessary prelimi- 


Instead of éori, he night 


in prospect of the entry of sin, the counsel 
of redemption. Comp. Thomasius, Christi 
Pers.u. Werk, I, p.196 £.; Julius Muller, Dogin. 
Abhand. p. 121. 

This ei¢ avréy is wrongly found incom- 
patible with 1 Cor. viil. 6 (see, after Mayerhoff, 
Baur, and others, especially Holizmann, p. 
219), where, in fact, it is said of the ethical 
existence of Christians that they exist for God 
through Christ, inasmuch as the subject of 
els adréy (for God) and of &' abrod (through 
Christ) is not the universe, but the yuels. The 
relation of subordination between Father and 


Son would be only done away with af our 


passage, In the event of its: being said of 
Christ that ré.rdvra were created €& abrov. 


“But by éy at7¢,,and by the more precise 


definition 8.’ atrod, itis guarded; andthe 


subordination remains unaffected by the cir- » 
‘cumstance that the ets adréyv is laid down 


by God for the. world as its telic aim. This 


nary condition, on God's part, to the universal 
dominion which. he has destined for Christ, 
and whieh the latter shall one day, at the 
goal of consummation, hand over to the 
Father (1 Cor. xv. 24, 28)... Moreover, what 
aul says of the «rious in Rom. viii. is essen- 
tially conneeted with that eis abrév, which 
does not go beyond Paul or come at all into 
opposition to him. The resemblance of our 
passage tO 6 mpa@rog Kai 6 éoxaros, Rev. 
4.17, xxii. 13, rests upon the Christological 
basis of their common faith, not upon.a 
dependence of our epistle on the Apoca- 
lypse, which would doubtless imply a. post. 


Pauline date (in opposition | to Holtzmann, 


p 247), 


2 Bengel correctly observes on. ver. 16: ' 


“Tose hie saepe ‘positum magnam significat 


majestatem et omnem excludit creaturam,” 


. 8See Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 47; Winer, p. 


41 f. [E. T. 150]; Kithner, II, 1, p. 563, 
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has i in view on os forth the permanence sae Chr ist’s existence, and does 

not wish te narrate about Him historically, which is done ‘only in the 
auxiliary clauses with ér:, vv. 16 and 19. On the present, comp. John viii. 
58. His existence is more ancient than that of all things (nave wr, not 
masculine, asthe Vulgate and Luther translate)—év arp] as in ver. 16, 
referring to the eauscel dependence of the subsistence of all existing things 
on Christ.—ovvéoryxe] denotes the subsistence of the whole, the stute of lasting 
interdependence and order,—an idea which is not equivalent to that of crea- 
tion, but presupposes it It expresses that there is in Christ not merely 
the creative cause, but also the cause which brings about organic stability 
and continuance in unity (preserving and governing) for the whole of exist- 
ing things. Comp. Heb. i. 8. Of attempts at explanation under the moral 

~ interpretation, we may note that of Schleiermacher: the consolidating of 
earthly relations and institutions; and that of B: vanngarten-Crusius : ; “an 
this new world He is Lord in recognition and tn sway.” 


Remank-—The intentional prominence given to the fact of the creation of all 
things through Christ, and in particular of the creation of the angels in their 
various classes, justifies the supposition that the false. teachers disparaged Christ 

_ in this respect, and that they possessed at least elements of the Gnostic-demiurgyte 
doctrine which was afterwards systematically elaborated. There is no evidence, how- 
_ever, of their particular views, and the further forms assumed by tle Gnostic ele- 
ments, as they showed themselves according to the Fathers in Simon Magus (Iren. 


_ factum dixit;” comp, Epiph, Haer. xxi. 4), Cerinthus, ete, and especially among 
~ the Vatentinians, while certainly to be recognized as fundamentally akin to the 
‘Colossian doctrinal errors (comp. Heinrici, Valentinian. Gnosis, 1871), are not. to 

_ be identified with them; nor are those elements to be made use of as a proof of the 
‘post-apostolic origin of the epistle, as. still is done by Hilgenfeld (see his Zettschr, 
1870, p. 246 f.), and more cautiously by Holtzmann. Of Ebionitism only Essene 
‘elemaants are to be found in Colossae, mingled with other Gnostic doctrines, which 
which were not held by the later Ebionites.. In particular, the pd. mdvray sivac, 

~ on which Paul lays so much stress, must have been doubted in Colossae, although 
‘a portion of the Ebionites expressly and emphatically taught it (Aiyouney dvatiey 

wey byra mpd rdvrov 08 xriobivrd, Epiph. Haer, xxx. 3). Moreover® the opinion 
that Paul derived the appellations of the classes of angels in ver. 16 from the 

‘language of the heretics themselves (Béhmer, comp. Olshausen) is to be rejected, 

_ becapse in other passages also, where there is no contrast.to the Gnostic doctrine 

of Aeons, hhe makes use in substance of these names (Rom. viii. 38; 1 Cor. xv. 24: 

: comp. Eph. i. 20 ff, ii. 10, vi. 11.).. They are rather to be regarded as well: 
- known and generally-current appellations, which were derived from the termin- 

ology of later Judaism, and which heretics made use of in common with the 





, Ind. Den. ed, Schaef. p.4st: oF B: ia. modureta évvéornee pipnaws rod xaddioroy 


tntegr um, perfeetuth, secu! lone Biov. Herod. vii..225; Philo, quis rer. din : 
heer. p. 489: -8 Svatpos, oykas, €& cavrod Staduros : 
dy -Kal vexpds,. ourdarnice K. . enrupelrae bleed 
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orthodox... The anti-Gnostic element is. contained, not in the technical expres- 
sions, but in’the doctrinal contents of the passage; and it was strong enough to 
induce Mareién, who took offence at it, to omit vv. 15-17 (Tertullian, ¢, JZarcion, 
v.19). See, besides, Ribiger, Chieti Paul. p.d1 oe Lechler, apost. Zeit. p. 55 f.; 
Klipper, bts 


Ver. 18. re In vy. 18-20, see oN. ote XVII. pages 271 -275.| Second part (see 
on ver. 15) of the exhibition of the exaltedness of Christ. [XX VIIT a.] 
To that which Christ is as mpwrdroxog mdang xricewe (vv. 16, 17) is now 
added what He is as mpwrdroxog éx tév vexpOv, namely, the Head. of the 
Church, and thus His. cporetew has its consummation (év dor). The 
latter, namely, wa yévyrat ... tporebor, embraces also a retrospect to that 
- mpwréroKoe wdoye Kricewc, and includes it in év raw, without its being neces- 
sary, however, to attach ver. 18 to the carrying out of the’ relation to the 
world expressed in zporérok. x. «ric. (Hofmann, comp. Rich. Schmidt). 
The perspective proceeds from the dig enity of the original state of our Lord 
to that of His state as Saviour, from His cosmical to His soteriological glory, 
and so at length exhibits Him to view as the év rao rpwrebwr.—That ver. 
18, with its confirmation in yer. 19 f£, has. an apologetic reference to the 
Gnostic false teaching, must be feaued from its connection with what 
goes before.. The passage is to be looked upon as antagonistic to the 
worship of ungels (ii. 18), which disparaged Christ in His dignity as Head of 
the Church, but not (in opposition to Bihr and Huther) as antagonistic to 
a theological dogma, such as is found in the Cabbala, according to which 
the body of the Messiah (the Adam Kadmon) is the aggregate of the 
emanations. For the emphasis of the passage and its essential point of 
doctrine lie in the fact that Christ is the. Head of the church, and not-in 
the fact that He is the head of the church ; it is not the doctrine of another 
saya, but that of any other tpwrebwr, Which is excluded.—«xai abréc] stands 
‘again, as «. aité¢ in ver. 17, in significant reference to rd wavra: et tpse, in 
quo omnia consistunt, est caput, etc. so that the passage continues to divide 
itself as into the links of a chain.—rod camaro rhe éxxAyo.] to be taken 
together; the second genitive is that of apposition (Winer, p. 404 [E. T. 
531]), which gives to the word governing it concrete definiteness. On the 
familiar Pauline mode of considering the church of believers, livingly and 
actively ruled by Christ as the head (Eph. iii. 10; Phil. iii. 6; Acts ix. 31), 
as His body,” comp. 1 Cor. x..17, xii. 12. ff, 27; Eph. i. 23, iv. 12, v. 28, 80; 
Rom. xii. 5.—b6¢ gore 1.7.A.] aepewewoutal relative clause (as in ver, 15), the 
contents of which are related by way of confirmation to the preceding 
statement,® like our: he, who, eic., which might be expressed, but not neces- 


y 


1Comp. Miller in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1871, that of the Epistle to the Ephesians, into 
Pp. GLE th which the interpolator is supposed by Holtz- 





2In.which is pxpresued the idea of the in- 


‘visible church, Comp. Julius Miller, Dog-— 


mat, Abh.p. 816ff And this conception and 
representation. belong quite to the apostle’s 
general sphere of: ideas, not specially to 


mann again to enter here, after-he has mani- © 


fested a comparative andependenre in Vv. 


. 15-18, 
La Matthiae, p. 1061 £.; Kivhner; ad Xen. Mem. 
4,2, 64; Stallbaum, ad Philp. 195 f 
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~ sarily, by bore (or doye).. Comp. on Eph. i. 14. If Christ had not risen, He 
would not be Head of the church (Acts ii. 24-86; 1 Cor. xv.; Rom. i. 4, e 
al.).—ap x9] beginning ; which, however, is not to be explained either as 
“initium. secundae et novac ereationis” (Calvin), progenitor of the regen- 

~~ erate (Bisping), or “author of the church” (Baumgarten-Crusius), or even 
_ “myler of the world” (Storr, Flatt); but agreeably to the context in such a 
way, as to make it have with the appositional mpurdroxo¢ its definition in é&« 

rov vexpov, [XXVIII b.] just as if the words ran: apyy tev vexpav, purr 6TOKOG 

- 2 abrav, although Paul did not express himself thus, because at once upon 
“his using the predicate aox4 in and by itself the. exegetical mpuréroxog sug- 
gested itself to him. Accordingly Christ is called dp (ré0 vexpév), inas- 
“much as He is among all the dead the first arisen to everlasting life. It is 
arbitrary to discover in dpyj an allusion to the offering of firstfruils sancti- 
“fying the whole mass (Chrysostom, Beza, Ewald, and others); especially 

as the term drapyf, which is elsewhere used for the first portion of a-sacri- 

fice (Rom. xi. 16), is not here employed, although it has crept in from 1 
Cor. xv. 20, 28, ina few minusculi and Fathers, as in Clement also, Cor. I. 

24, Christ is termed drapy} ti avacrdcevs.. To assume a reminiscence of 1 
Cor. xv. (Holt2zmann) is wholly unwarranted, especially as. arapy# is not 
used. On dpyf, used of persons, denoting the one who begins the series, as 

the first in. order of time, comp. Gen. xlix.8, where apy} téevov pov is 
equivalent to xparéroxo¢ nov, as also Deut. xxi. 17. In what respect any one 
is dpxq of those concerned, must be yielded by the context, just as in this 
ease itis yielded by the more precisely defining xpwrdronog ix 7. vexpv; 
~ hence it has been in substance correctly explained, following the. Fathers: 
apxh, gnolv, tore tHg dvactdceas, mpi wavtwv dvaordc, Theophylact. Only. 

_ Tie, avacraceur is not to be mentally supplied, nor is.it to be conjectured (de 

~ Wette) that Paul had intended to write apy} r. avacrdoews, but, on account 
of the word zpwrdroxog presenting itself to him from yer. 15, did not com- 
plete what he had begun. It follows, moreover, from the use of the word 

| mporéroxoc, that apy7 is to be taken in the temporal sense, consequently ag 
equivalent to primus, not in the sense of dignity (Wetstein), and not as 
principle (Bihr, Steiger, Huther, Dalmer, following earlier expositors) — 
-mpordronos Ex. vexp.) [XXVIII ¢.] én 7. vexp. is conceived inthesame way asin 
avaorivat éx tr. vexp. (ph. v. 14), so that it isthe deadin Hades among whom 

_ the Risen One was, but from whom He goes forth (separates Himself from 

; them, hence also ard 1. verp. Matt. xiv. 2, xxvii. 64, xxvili. 7); and returning 
into the body, with the latter rises from the tomb. Comp. mpérog é dvaordoeic 

| verpav, Acts xxvi. 23, also 1 Cor. xv. 22.f This Kving evit from the grave is 
rs figuratively represented. as birth; comp. Rev. i. 5, where the partitive 
: genitive raw vekp. (not fe t. ¥,) yields a form of conceiving the matter not 
: materially different. Calvin takes mpuréroxoc éx. 7. ». as specifying the 
ground for ap ah: “ principium (absolutely), gua primogenitus est ex morkuis : 





he Fathers have already correctly judge mains first-risen.- Theophylact: et wip 

ui even in regard to the isolated cases of. mpd Tovtov. dvéornoav, dA wéAey 

ing from the dead, which have taken placa. gare + abrds 88.73 lay avderad 
m the dead, whi ve taken pla a : 3 8.rhy Teketay avaor ave 

d before Him, Ch Comp, or Pee ene 
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nam in resurrectione est. rerum omnium instauratio.” Against this it 
may be urged, that ao77 has no more precise definition; Paul must have 
written either apy) ric xaevie xrioewe, or at least je instead of og. Calvin was 
likewise erroneously of opinion (comp. Erasmus, Calovius) that Christ is 
called Primogenitus ex mortuis, not merely because He was the tirst to rise, 
but also “quia restituit aliis vitam.” This idea is not conveyed either by the 
word or by the context, however true may be the thing itself; but a belief — 
in the subsequent general resurrection of the dead is the presupposition of 
the expression mpurdrokog (alvirrera: Jt 6 Adyog Kal Ti» wavTer quay dvaoraow, 
Theodoret). This expression is purposely chosen in significant reference to 
ver. 15, as is intimated by Paul himself in the following iva yévara: tv ritow 
x74. But itis thus all the more certain, that rpwrdroxog éx 7. vexp. is to. be. 
taken independently, and not adjectivally together with apx% (Heinrichs, 
Schleiermacher, Ewald), which would onlyamount to a tautological ver- 
boseness (first-born beginning); and, on the other hand, that é« rév vexpav 
may not be separated from mpwrédroxocg in. such a way as to: emphasize the 
place, issuing forth from which Christ is what He is, namely, dpy4, mpwrdraxog ; 
the former, “as the personal beginning of what. commences with Him; ” 
the laiter, “in the same relation to those who belong to the world there- 
with coming into lifeas He held to the creation” (Hofmann). In this 
way the specific more precise definition, which is by means of é 7. vexpdv 
in significant reference to ver. 15 attached to the predicates of Christ, apv4 
and mpwréroxos, would be groundlessly withdrawn from them, and. these 
predicates would be left in an indetiniteness, in which they would simply 
be open vessels for receiving a gratuitously imported supplement.—ive 
-yévyrat «7A [XXVIII d.] not to be restricted to the affirmation é« rév 
vexpov (HLofmann),' but to be referred to the whole sentence that Christ is 
apx), Tpwrdroxog ék tT. vexp., expressing the divine teleolagy of this posi-. 
tion of Christ as the Risen One: in order that He may become, etc.; 
not: in order “that He may be held as” (Baumgarten-Crusius), nor yet 
“that He may'be” (Vulgate, and so most expositors), as yiyvecfac and elvar 
are never synonymous. The év réoww abri¢g rporeter is looked upon by Paul 
as something which is stillin course of development (comp. Steiger and 
Futher), and is only to be completed in the future, namely, when the 
Risen One shall have conquered all the power of the enemy (1 Cor. xv. 
25 f.) and have erected the kingdom of the Messiah—but of this result His 
resurrection itself was the necessary historical basis, and hence the future | 
universal xparetery is the divinely intended aim of His being risen.—év rdow] 
in all points, without excepting any relation, not, therefore, merely in the 
relation of creation (vv. 15-17), Comp. Phil. iv. 12; 1 Tim. iii. 11, iv. 15; 
2Tim. ii. 7, iv. 5; Tit. ii 9; Heb. xiii. 4,18. Hv wayré is more commonly 
used by Paul (1 Cor. i. 5; 2 Cor. iv. 8, eal). According to Beza, raow is 
masculine: “inter omnes, videlicet fratres, ut Rom. villi. 29.77 So also 
-Kypke and Heinrichs. » But this would be here, after the universal bear- 


1$0.that it would express the design, which Christ Himself had in His coming forth from 
‘the dead. ; Be - , 
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ing of the. whole connection, “much too narrow an ‘idea, which, besides, is 
self-evident as to the Head of the church. According to Pelagius, it 
denotes: “tam in visibiiibus-quam in invisibilibus crealuris.” At variance 
with the text; this idea was conveyed by vv. 16, 17, but in ver. 18 another 
relation is introduced which does not refer to created things as 
such.—airéc] emphatic, as in vv. 17,18.—poretwr] having the first rank, 
not used elsewhere in the N. T. This precedence in rank is to be the final 
result of the condition which set in with the xporézoxov elvac éx 7. vexp.; but 
it is nob contained in this zporéroxov elvac itselfj—an idea against which 
the very iva yévrac is logically. decisive (in eppeye to de Wette’s double 
signification of rpwréror.). 

Ver. 19.2 Orc], Confirmatory of the iva yévyra: x.7.2., just. said: “about 
which divinely intended yéyvecfac &v wéow abrov rpuretovta there can be no 
doubt, for ii has pleased, that in Him, etc.” How could He, who was thus- 
destined to be possessor of the divine fullness and reconciler of the world, 
have been destined otherwise than to become é» raw mpdrebav! This 
confirmation, therefore, does not refer to the statement that Christ is the 
Head of the church (Steiger, Huther, comp. Calovius), which has already 
its confirmation by means of 6¢ tora apy) «.7.4., nor at all to de rév vexpav 
(Hofmann, following up his incorrect explanation of these words), as if 

.- the reason were specified why Christ should have gone to His high dig- 
nity as beginner of a new world by the path of deepest abasement—a thought 
which Paul would have known how to express quite differently (comp. 
> Phil. it. 7-£) than by the bare é« 74» vexp., which is currently used every-_ 
where of resurrection from death, and without conveying any special 
-. gignificance of humiliation... Nor yet does Paul move in a cirele, by put- 
ae ting forward in ver. 19 as ground of proof that from which in yer, 15 ( é¢ 
forty eledv x74.) he had started (de Wette); for ver. 19 is a historical state- 
ment (observe'the aorisis), whereas ver. 15 expressed what Christ 7s, His 
habitual being —iv aio] although belonging to Karore., is prefixed in em- 
phatic transposition (Kithner, II. 2, p.1101)—ebdéxyce] He was pleased, 

_ plaeuit ei, that, etc. As to. this use of etdoxetv in the later Greek (L Cor, i. 
21; Gal, i.15, et al.), for which, in the classical language, doxety merely was 
oe employed, see Fritzsche, ad Rom. IL. p. 870. On the accusative with infini- 
oa five, comp. 2. Mace. xiv. 35 ; Polyb. i. 8 4. The sub yect, Whose pleasure. it 

~ is, is not. expressed ; but that it is God, is obvious from the context, which 
in wa yéonrae: «7... has just stated the divine purpose. Among Greck 
authoré also: 6 @ede is not unfrequently omitted, where it is self-evident as 
the subject. See Kithner, IT. 1, p.80 ¢. According to Ewald and Elli 
oe cot,” rae Ta mAfpaea 1s the  ibject; and the whole fullness x is a new oepiee 


ar “1 Bute see Bath, v. uy; 2 Mace. vi. 18, xiii, 153 there: is then’ ‘SHached in ver. 21, as object, 
“Aguila, Zech Ave Ty Plat. ‘Legg. ii. p. 692 Dy. Kat. “UBas, ‘also-'you, With reference to yas’ in 
“Dem. 1416, 253 mparedev ay &rage npdtvarats: “ver, 13, “How daring and yiolent, and. yet 
ken, Cyr. vill, 2.28; Mem, i ii 6. 96... oo how paltry (resening merely the cal. buds), 
3 Hol amann, after having rejected vv.’ wis a would the. procedure of the. author, thus have 
ely ag an aries, allows. to. st i beens oe 
Iso. cae: Bib Theale . 428, ed. 2, and 
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sion for the Godhead, indsniuich as, going as ‘it were out of itself, it fills 
something separate and thus becomes visible (=rniv N33, désa, Adyos, 
rvedia); [XXVIII e]. Without support from N. T. usage; cay, too, 
would be unsuitable for the subject of ebdéeyoe; and. sig abrév in ver. 29 
clearly shows that @ed¢ is conceived as subject, to which elpyvoraroag then 
refers. According to Hofmann,! Christ is meant to be the subject of ebdéx. 
Ver, 20 itself, and Eph. i. 9, ought to have precluded this error. Through- 
out the whole of the N. T. it is never Christ, but always the Father, who in 
respect to the work of redemption to be executed gives the decrée,; while 
Christ executes it as obedient to the Father; hence also Paul, “beneficium 
Christi commemorans, nunquam. dimittit memoriam Patris,” Bengel.2— 


nav 10 wAgpoua Karou.| [XX VULf] thatin Him the whole fullness was to. 


tuke up its abode. The more precise definition of the absolute nav ré 
raypoua is placed beyond doubt by the subject to be mentally supplied 
With eidéejoe,? namely, 7d wAqpapa tod Beod (Eph. iii. 19; comp. rd wai, 
che Oedryroc, Sol. ii. 9). Td rAgpoua, the signification of which is not to be 
defined actively : id quod rem implet, but passively : id quo res inypletur (see 
generally on Eph. i. 10, iii. 19, Fritzsche, ad Rom. IT. p. 469), has: here, as 


in Eph. iil. 9, the derivative general notion of copia, mAcbroe, like the Ger-— 


man Pidle. What is meant, namely, is the whole charismatic riches of 
God, His whole gracious fullness of ebdoyia mvevuarucy (Eph. i. 3), of which 
Christ became permanent (karouoac) possessor and bearer, who. was 
thereby capable of fulfilling the divine work of reconciliation (see the fol- 
lowing cai de abrod droxaraAadgac x.7.2.). The case is otherwise in ii. 9, 
where. the divine essence (rio @eérytoc) is indicated as the contents of the 
— TAipupa, and the xarouetv of the same in Christ is affirmed as present and 


with reference to His state of exaltation. Tt would be an utterly arbitrary. 


course mentally to supply here the. rij¢ Oedryroc, 11. 9, and. to regard both 
passages as an echo of Eph, i. 28, where the notion of rAjpopa is a very 
different one (in opposition to Holtzmann). Inasmuch as the charismatic 
tAfjpuua Of God, Meant in our passage, dwelt in Christ, and .consequently 
Christ was the possessor and disposer of it, this divine fullness is not in 
substance different from the mAjpwya Xpiorod, out of which grace passed 
over to men (John i. 16; Eph. iv. 18). The thought and expression in 1 
Cor. xv. 28 are different from our passage, and different also from Eph. i. 


23. Beza aptly observes: “cumulatissima omnium divinarum rerum > 


copia, quam scholasbici gratiam habitualem .... appellant, ex. qua in 
Christo, tanquam inexhausto fonte, omnes gratiae in nos pro cujusque 
membri modulo. deriventur ;” comp. also Bleek. Observe, at the same 
time, the stress lying on the way, in contrast to a merely partial impart- 


ing out of this fullness, which would have been inadequate to the object of | 
reconciling the universe. The ontological interpretation of the “fullness of. - 


the nature of God” (Huther, Dalmer, Weiss; Oecumenius, and Theodoret : 


1Comp. ‘also his Schriftbew. UW.1,p.887£ Paul, p, 209." 

2Comp. Reiche, Comment, erté.p..268. . .  #In opposition to Storr, Opuse. I. p. Matt, 
Hence not: “la totalité de Pétre qui doit Bahr, peaoua j 
_étré realisée dans Ie monde,” Sabatier, Papdtre 












ae nature. ‘of the ede. abyoes ‘Calovius and others: of . 
ypostatioa, that is, of the: absolute. immanence of God in ‘Him, comp. 


imnesti, Urspr. d. Slinde, 1. p. 222; Rich, Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 201) 


oes not correspond to the idea of. ebddayaev, for doubtless the sending of 
he Son, and that with the whole treasure of divine grace, into the world 
John iii, 17) for behoof of its reconciliation and blessedness, was the act 
if the divine pleasure and resolwe ; ‘but not. so the divine nature in Christ, 
vhich was, on the contrary, necessary in Him,! although by His incarna- 
jon He emptied Himself of the divine mode of. appearance (sda or popoh, 
Phil. ii. 6 ff). The divine nature is presupposed in what is here said of 
Thrist.. Comp. Gess, v. d. Pers. Christi, p. 85. Some (see especially Steiger, 
Bahr, and Reuss) have regarded 1d rAfjpoya as derived from the Gnostic 
erminology of the false teachers, who might perhaps, like Valentinus, have 
yiven this name to the aggregate of the Acons (see Baur, Gnosis, p. 157), 

and in opposition to whom Paul maintains that in Jesus there dwells the 
totality of all divine powers of life, and not merely a single emanated 
spirit; but this view is all the more unwarranted, because Paul himself 

does not intimate any such polemical destination of the word; on the 
contrary, in Eph. iii. 19 also he uses ray rd Ajpeoua tr. Oeov . evidently 
without any reference of the kind. And if he had wished to place the 
whole fullness of the efflux of divine power in contrast to an asserted single | 
emanation, he must have prefixed, not év airé (in Him and in none other), 
but. wav (the whole wifpupa, not merely a single constituent element of it) with 
the main. emphasis, and have logically said: ére wav 2 TAjpopa ebdbayoen 
év avrg xaromfoa. Hofmann (comp. his Schriftbew. p. 29, 859), who in gen- 
eral has quite misunderstood ver. 19 f. (comp. ee on evdéxyoer), takes — 


tAs in the Son of God inthe metaphysical 
sense; hence. the original being of God in 
Him ‘cannot be conceived merely as ideal, 
which was to develop itself into reality, and 
the realization of which, when it at length 
became perfect, made Him the absolute ahiode 
of .the fulness of Godhead. So Beyschlag, 


Christal. p. 232 f, according to.whom Christ - 


would be conceived. as “man drawing down 
upon himself” this indwelling of God. He is 
conceived asthe incarnate Son (comp. ver. 
13 ff), who, in accordance with the Fathers 
decree, has appeared as bearer of the whole 
fullness of salvation, . For He was-its dwelling 
not merely in principle, but.in fact and reality, 


when He appeared, ind He employed. it. for. 


the work, which the F father desired -to: accom- 
plish by Him (ver. 20)... Comp. Gal. ive 4; 


Rom, vill. 3. The. indwelling of the wav 73° 


wijpana He had not, indeed, to achieve. by 


his own effort; but. He had, in obedience to- 
wards the Father, to preserve (eomp, Hebviy. 3 


0), sure, communicate it; and 50. ‘this 









position of the universal reconeiliation, ver,” 
20, 

2 Baur himself (Paulus, 11. p. 1218) likewise 
explains wAjpwua from the technical language 
of the Gnosties, especially of the Valentinian 
doctrine. of Aeons, hut finds the Gnosticism 
to belong to the (post-apostolie). writer of the 
epistle, According to. Bar (see his Weutest. 
Theol. p. 258), Christ is the wajaawa of God as: 
He “in whom- that which God isin Eimself, ae- 
cording to the abstract idea of His nature, is 
filled with tts definite concrete contents.” Comp. 
also Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1870, p. 247, ace 
cording to whom our passage is intended. to , 


affirm that the Pleroma of divine nature is to 


be sought not.in the prolix series of the Acons of 
the Gnostics, but in: Christ alone. Holtzmann, 


a with. more caution, adheres to the view that 
the idea of the, wAjpoxa forms’ a first. step 
“towards the extended tise which the Gnostics 
make of the word; 
_ (Zeitschr. 1873, p. 198). finds the idea here-al- 


whereas. Hilgenfeld 


ready so  flrnily established, “ that, the TA ripen pec. — 
emerges as in'a certain measure holding an 
it position | between God and Christ.” | 
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taév rd wAfpopa asthe one-like totality of that which is;” and holds that 
the will of Christ (to which. ebdon. applies) can only have been, “that that 
may come to dwell in Him, which otherwise would not be in Him, consequently 
not what is in. God, but what is out of God.” This idea of the immanent 
indwelling of the universe in Christ, repeated by Schenkel in the sense of 
Christ being the archetype, would be entirely alien to the N. T. view of the 
relation of Christ to the world, and is not indicated either at Eph. i. 10 or 
here in the context by 7a mavra év ait ovvéoryxer. Christ is not the place 
for the world, so that ultimately all comes to dwell in Him, as all has been 
created in Him and has in Him its subsistence; but the world originated 
and maintained through Him, which He was to. redeem, is the place for 
Him. Tf Paul had really entertained the obscure paradoxical conception - 
attributed to him by Hofmann, he would have known how to express it 
simply. by 70 way (or ra mévra) Karojoau, or by rd rAgpwpa ro’ mavro¢ (or 
Tov wévrar) karoge, Lastly, at utter variance with both the word and the 
context, some have based on Eph. i. 22 f. the interpretation ‘of wAfpwxa as 
the church. So already Theodoret: rAp. tiv éxndyaiav tv ri mpdg Edeclouc 
ixdAccer, Ge TOV. Oeclwv yapiondtoy mendAyponévav. Tabryv éby ebdoxfoar roy Oedy 
iv 16 Xplor xarouhou, tovréstw vbr cwvieOat, and recently in substance 
Heinrichs, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others; comp. also Schleiermacher, 
who, in accordance with Rom. xi. 12, 25, understands “the fullness of the 
Gentiles and the collective whole of Israel,” the dwelling of whom in Christ. is 
the “definitive abiding state,” which the total reconciliation (see the 
sequel) must necessarily have preceded, as this reconciliation is condi- 
tioned by the fact that both parties must have become peaceful. —xaro:- 
xgoat| The rAfpoya is personified, so that the abiding presence, which it was to 
have according to the divine etdoxéa in Christ, appears conceived under 
the form of taking up its abode; in which, however, the idea of the Shechi- 
nah would only have to be presupposed, in the event of the wAfpaya being | 
represented as appearance (TMT N33). See on Rom. ix. 5. Comp. John 
i. 14. Analogous is the conception of the dwelling of Christ (see on Eph, 
iii. 17) or of the Spirit (see Theile on Jas. iy. 5) in believers. Comp. also 2 
Pet. iii. 18.. In point of time, the indwelling of the divine fullness of grace - 
according to God's pleasure in Christ refers to the earthly life of the Incar- 
~ nate One, who was destined by God to fulfill the divine work of the doxa- 
radAdéac ta wévra, and was to be empowered thereto by the dwelling in 
Him of that whole divine wA#poxa. Without having completed the per- 
formance of this work, He could not become év raow rporebwr ; but of 
this there could be no doubt, for God has caused it to be completed 
through Him. (ér, ver. 19). Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, I. p. 215 f. (comp. 
also Weiss,. Bibl. Theol. p. 428, ed. 2), refers sidéxyoe «7.2. to the heavenly 
_ state of Christ, in which God, by way of reward for the completion of His 
_work, has made Him the organ of His glory (Phil. ii. 9); he also is of 
opinion that éronaradadgas in ver. 20 does not apply to the reconciliation 
‘brough: His peace but to the reunion of al created ‘things through the 


ene Rich. Soho, 2 & P. 208. 
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erated Lord, as a ‘iniilar view is s indicated 1 in . Phil il. 10. But this idea, 
of the droxaradzdga is just the point on which this view breaks down. 

| For ver, 21 cle arly shows that aroxaradadza is to be taken in the usual 

“'gense of the work of reconciliation completed through the Maoripiov of 

~ Christ, Moreover, that which Christ received through | His exaltation 

“was not the divine r%#paua, but the divine Séka. 

Ver, 20.) “Haee inhabitatio. est Athndarientam recindilintionis, ” Ben- 
gel. Hence Paul continues: «ai di aitot droxaradAdgac ta wavra, and 
through Him to reconcile the whole. [XXVIUIT g.] As to the double com- 
pound Groxaraad., prorsus reconciliare? see on Eph. ii. 16. The considera- 
tions which regulate the correct understanding of the passage are: (1) 
that ra xéta may not in. any way be restricted (this has been appropri- 
ately urged by Usteri, and especially. by Huther) ; that it consequently’ 
cannot be referred either merely to intelligent beings generally (the usual. 
view), or to men (Cornelius a Lapide, Heinrichs, Baumg arten- Irusius, and 
others), especially the Gentiles (Olshausen), or to the “universam ecclesiam” 
(Beza), but is, according to the context (see ver. 16 {f.), simply to be taken 
as quite general: the whole of that which exists (has been created); (2) that 
the reconciling subject is here not Christ (Hofmann, in accordance with 
his incorrect reference of etdéxyoe in ver. 19), but God, who through Christ 
(6? abrov) reconciled all things; (8) that consequently amoxaraaaagas can- 

. not be meant of the transforming of the misrelation between the world and — 

~ Christ into. a good relation (ofmann), and just as little of the reconcilia- 

~. tion of all things with one another, of the removal of mutual hostility 
among the constituent elements composing r& médyra, but only of the uni-. 
versal reconciliation with the God who is hostile to sin,’ as is clearly evident. 
from the application to the readers in ver. 21. The only correct sense 
therefore is, that the entire universe has been reconciled with God through Christ. 
“But how far? [XXVIIL A] In answering this question, which cannot 
be: disposed ‘of by speculation beyond the range of Scripture as to the 





ot Aceordivig to Holtinann,: p. 92, the author 


. ds assumed to have worked primarily with the 


‘elements of the fundamental passage 2. Cor. Vv. 
~ 48 fy which he has taken to apply to the.cos- 
nical amoxatahrayy.. 


Christ, he has by Sua rod .ciparos «7A. occa- 
sioned the eoincidence of two. dissimilar 


ce spheres" of eonception, of which, moreover, 


“the'one ig introduced as form for the other. 


"The interpolator reproduces and concen- 


trates. the thought of Eph, i. 7, 10, ii. 13-17, 


oth bringing the idea of'a cosmical reconeiliation 
(Eph. i, 10) into expression in’ such a way 
“that he, led by the sound of the terminology Ys 
takes up af the same time and includes the thought. “that | 8; to. finish quite. the raconeillation, 
of the. reconciliation of the Jews and Gentiles. ae 


in opponition to this view, the exegesis of the 





§ ulty is na such confused medley of misun- 


But, instead of appre- 
hending this as the function of the risen | 








derstanding and of heterogeneous ideas, and 
contains nothing un-Pauline. The extension 
of the reconciliation to the celestial spheres, 
in particular, has been regarded as un<Paul- 
ine (see, especially, Holtamann, p. 231 ff). 
But even. in the epistles whose genuineness | 
is undisputed it is not difficult to reengnize 
the presuppositions, from which the sublime 
extension of the conception to an universality 
of cosmie effect in our passage might ensue, - 
We may add, that Eph. i..10 is not “the lead- - 


ing thought of the interpolation” at-ver. 16 ff . 
(Holtazmann, p: 151); in ver, 16 ff. much more 
_ ds said, and of other import. 


FAs if'we might sayin. German, abversohnen, 





Comp. agirdorer bar, Plat. Legg. ix. p, 873 A. 
8 G@od is the’ subject, whose hostility is re 
moved by the reconciliation. (comp. on Rom. 
0); 7d wévta ig tha object, which was af 
d by this hostility erounded of necessitv 
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having entered into the finite and having returned again to the infinite - 
(Usteri), nor by the idea imported into dmoxaraA%. of guthering up into the 
unity of absolute final aim (Baur, neut. Theol. p. 257), the following -con- 
siderations are of service: (a) The original harmony, which in the state 
of innocence stubsisted between God and the whole creation, was annulled . 
by sin, which first obtained mastery over a portion of the angels, and: in 
consequence of this (2 Cor. xi. 8), by means of the transgression of Adam, 
over all mankind (Rom. v.12). Comp. on Eph. i.10. (2) Not only had 
sinful mankind now become alienated from God by sin and brought upon 
themselves His hostility (comp. ver. 21), but also the whole of the non- 
rational creation (Roni. vili. 19 ff) was affected by this relation, and given 
up by God to paradryc. and dovisia tie gfopig (See on Rom. t. ¢.).. (¢) In- 
deed, even the world of heavenly spirits had lost its harmony with God 
as it originally existed, since a portion of the angels—those that had 
fallen—formed the kingdom of the devil, ix «antagonism to God, and_ 
became forfeited to the wrath of God for the everlasting punishment - 
which is prepared. for the devil and his angels. (d) But in Christ, by 
means of His Qasrgpwy, through which Gad made peace (vipyvororjoag: 
x.7.2.), the reconciliation of the whole hag taken place, in virtue of the 
blotting out, thereby effected, of the curse of sin. Thus not merely has 
the fact effecting the reconciliation as its causa meritoria taken place, but 
the realization of the universal reconciliation iBelf i is also entered upon, 
although itis not yet completed, but down to the time of the Parousia is 
only in course of development, inasmuch, namely, as in the present eidy 
the believing portion of mankind is indeed in possession of the reconcilia- 
tion, but the unreconciled unbelievers (the tares among the wheat) are not 
yet separated; inasmuch, further, as the non-intelligent creation still re- 
muuins in its state of corruption occasioned by sin (Rom. vill.) ; and lastly, in- 
asmuch as until the Parousia even the angelic world sees the kingdom of the 
devil which has issued from itstill—although thedemoniac powers have been _ 
ready vanquished by the atoning death, and have become the object of di- 
vine triumph (ii. 15)—not annulled, and still in dangerous operation (Eph. 
vi. 12) against. the Christian church. But through the Parousia the recon- 
eiliation of the whole which has been effected in Christ will reach its 
consummation, when the unbelieving portion of mankind will be sepa- 
rated and consigned to Gehenna, the whole creation in virtue of the 
Paliigenesia (Matt. xix. 28) will be transformed into its original perfec- 
tion, and the new heaven and the new earth will be constituted as the 
dwelling of ducaocbyy (2 Pet. iti. 18) and of the défa of the children of 
~ God (Rom. viii. 21); while the demoniac portion of the angelic world 
will be removed from the sphere of the new world, and cast into hell. 
Accordingly, in the whole creation there will no longer be anything. 


on the holiness and righteousness of God. mavra would not be suitable: because ‘the 
ifthe hostile disposition of men towards God, . whole universe might, indeed, be affected. by 
which had become removed by the recon- the hostility of God against sin, bat could not. 
-eiliation, were meant (Ritschl in the Jakrb.f. itself be: hostilely disposed towards Been: 

Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 515), the universal ra See, moreover, on ver. 21. 
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alienated from God and: object’ of H 
harmony and reconciled with Him; 
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is hostility, but. ra wavra will be in, 
and God Himself, to whom Christ 


gives back the regency which He has hitherto exercised, will become fhe 
only Ruler and All in AIG Cor, xv. 24, 28). This collective reconcilia- 
tion, although its eéonsummuation will not oecur until the Parousia, is'yet 
justly designated by the aorist infinitive émoxaraaAdgae, because. to the 
telie conception of God in the ebSdxjce it was present as one moment in 
coneeption-—The angels also are necessarily included in ra navra (comp. 
subsequently, ra év roi vipaveic); and in this case-—seeing that a recon- 


-giliation of the angels who had not fallen, who are holy and minister to 


Christ (Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 269 ff.), considered in themselves as in- 


dividuals, cannot be spoken of, and is nowhere spoken of in the N, Ti 
it is to be observed that the angels are to be conceived according to category, 
in so far, namely, as the hostile relation of God towards the fallen angels 


J 


affected the angelic world viewed asa whole. The original normal rela- 
tion between God and this higher order of spirits is no longer existing, sO 
long as the kingdom of demons in antagonism to God still subsists— 
whieh has had its powers broken no doubt already by the death of Christ 
(iv 14 f; Heb. ii. 14), but will undergo at length utter separation—a result 
which is to be expected in the new transformation of the world at the 
Parousia. The idea of reconciliation is therefore, in conformity with the 
manner of popular discourse, and according to the variety of the seve ul 
objects included in 7a wavra, meant partly in an immediate sense (in ref 
-erence to mankind), partly in a mediate sense (in reference to the xricws 
affected by man’s sin, Rom. vili., and to the angelic world affected by its 


partial fall) ;? the idea of droxaradzdeai, in the presence of the all-embrac- i 


ing 7a wdvra, is as it were of an elastic nature At the same time, how- 


1 According to Tgnatins, Smyrn. 6, the angels 
also, dar zy meorreiowoty cis Td awa Xpucrod, in- 
curjndgment, But this conception of angels 
needing reconciliation, and possibly even un- 
‘helieving, is doubtless merely an abstraction, 
just as isthe idea of an angel teaching falsely 


“(Gal ie8).. Ibis true that, according tol Cor. 
«yi, 3, angels also are judged; but this prestuip- 


poses not believing and unbelieving angels, 
but various stages of moral perfection and 
“purity in the angelie world, when confronted 
- with the absolute ethical standard, which in 
Christianity must present itself even to the 
angels (Eph. iii. 10), Comp. on 1 Cor. vi. 3. 
.2@The idea of droxaradAdg§ar is not in this, 
view to. be altered, but has as its necessary 
presupposition thé idea of hostility, as is clear 
“+ from eipnvoronjoas and from €,@pots, ver. 21, 
compared with Eph il 16! Compare Fritzsche, 
ad Rom. J. p. 276 f.; Eur. Med. 870: Siadryy= 
you Ths éxSpas, Soph, Aj. T3T (744): Oeotow. as 
xaTaddax9] xoAov, Plat. Rep. p. 566 E:-mpbs rods 


- @eipy.° This applies’ also against Hofmann’s 


i f €xOpobs-rots ey xaTadday}j, Tos 88 Kai dade 
ee OB 





enervating weakening of the idea into that 
of transposition from. the misrelation into a 
good one, or of “an action, which makes one, 
who stands ill to another, stand well to hin.” 
Tn such a misrelation (namely, fo Christ, ae- 
cording to the erroncous view of evddxyce) 
stand, in Hofmann’s view, even the “spirits 
collectively,” in-so far as they bear sway in the 
world-life deteriorated by human sin, instead 
of in the reelization of salvation—lichard 
Schmidt, 4. ¢. p.195, also proceeds to dilute'the 


notion of reconciliation into that of the bring- , 


ing.to Christ, inasmuch as he explains the 
xaraddécoe as effected by the fact that 
Christ has become the head of all, and all has 


been put in dependence on him. H ilgentfeld, . - 


Lc. p.251 f,, justly rejects this alteration of the 
sense, which is at-variance with the following 


“context, but adheres, for his own part, to the 
statement that here the author ia a Gnostic. 

fashion has in view disturbances of peace in , 
-the heavenly spheres (in the wAjpwpe). 


‘2Comp. Philippi, Glaubensl. 1V. 2, p. 269 £., 
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ever, droxaraAa. is not to be made equivalent (Melanchthon, Grotius, Corne- 
lius a Lapide, Flatt, Biihr, Bleek, and others) to. amoxedadaudoucfae (Eph. i, 
10), which is rather the sequel of the former; nor is it to be conceived as 
merely completing the harmony of the good angels (who are not to be. 
thought absolutely pure, Job iv. 18, xv.15; Mark x. 18; 1 Cor. vi. 3) with — 
God (de Wette), and not in the strict sense therefore restoring it—an in- 
terpretation which violates. the meaning of the word. Calvin, neverthe- 
less, has already so conceived the matter, introducing, moreover, the ele- 
ment—foreign to the literal sense—of confirmation in righteousness: 
“quum creaturae sint, extra lapsus periculum non essent, nisi Christi gratia 
fuissent confirmati.” According to Ritschl, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 
1868, p. 522 £, Paul intends to refer to the angels that had been active in 
the law-giving on Sinai (Deut. xxxiii. 2; Ps. Ixvii. 18, LXX.), to whom he 
attributes “a deviation from God’s plan of salvation.” But this latter 
idea cannot be made good either by ii. 15, or by Gal. iii. 19, or by Eph. iii. 
“10, as, indeed, there is nothing in the context to indicate any such refer- 
ence to the angels of the law in particular, The exegetical device tra- 
ditionally resorted to, that what was meant with respect to the angels was 
their reconciliation, not with God, but with men, to whom on account of . 
sin they had been previously inimical (so Chrysostom, Pelagius, Theodo- - 
ret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Zanchius, Cameron, Calovius, Estius, 
Bengel, Michaelis, Bohmer, and others), is an-entirely erroneous make- 
shift, incompatible with the language of the passage.—si¢ abréy] is indeed 
to be written with the spiritus lenis, ds narrating the matter from the 
standpoint of the author, and hecause a reflexive emphasis would be with- 
out a.motive; but it is to be referred, not to Christ, who, as mediate agent 
of the reconciliation, is at the same time its aim (Biihr, Huther, Olshau- 
sen, de Wette, Reiche, Hofmann, Holtzmann, and others; comp. Estius, 
also Grotius: “ut ipsi pareant”’), but to God, constituting an instance of 
the abbreviated form of expression very: usual among Greek writers 
(Kuhner, II. 1, p. 471) and in the N. T. (Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 621]), the 
constructio praegnans: to reconcile to Godward, so that they are now no 
longer separated from God (comp. arg4dorp., ver. 21), but are to be united 
with Him in peace. Thus ei¢ air, although identical in reality, is not in 
the mode of conception equivalent to the mere dative (Eph. ii. 16, Rom. 
v. 10; 1 Cor. vii. 11; 2 Cor. v. 18, 19, 20), as Beza, Calvin, and. many 
others take it. The reference to Christ must be rejected, because the 
delinition of the aim would have been a special element to be added to 
év abrod, Which, as in ver. 16, would have been expressed by «ai sig abrdy, 
-and also because the explanation which follows (sipqvoroujeag «.7,4.) con- 
cerns and presupposes simply the mediate agency of Christ (de -abrod)— 
elpyvoronjoac, [XXVIII ¢.] down to cravpod abrod, is a modal definition of 
dv abrod axoxaradAdgae (not a parenthesis): so that He concluded peace, ete.; 
inasmuch, namely, as the blood of Christ, as the expiatory offering, is 
meant fo satisfy the holiness of God, and now His grace 1s to have free 
course, Rom. v. 1; Eph. vi. 15. The aorist participle is, as ver. 21 shows, © 
to be understood as contemporary with aroxaraaa. (see on Eph. i. 9, and 
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Kithner, EL: 1 p16) fs Miiller in ‘the Tuither Zeitschr, 1872, p. 651 fl), 
and not antecedent to.it pan as has been incorrectly held by Ernesti in 
consistency with his explanation of ver. 19 (see on ver. 19), who, more- 
over, without any warrant from the context, in accordance with Eph. ii, 
14-16, thinks of the conclusion ‘of peace between Jews and Gentiles. .The 
nominative refers to the subject; and this is, as in the whole sentence 
since the eiddxycev, not Christ, but God. The verb. eipyvoroceiv, occurring 
only here in the N. T., which has elsewhere roceiv eipjyy (Eph. i. 15; 
Jas. iii. 18), and also foreign to the ancient Greek, which has eipyvoroioc, is 
nevertheless found in Hermes, up. Stob. Eel. ph. i. 52, and in the LXX. 
Prov. x. 10.—dia rod aig. tT. oravpod abrov] that is, by means of the blood to 
be shed. on His eross, which, namely, as the sacrificial blood reconciling 
with God (comp. 2 Cor. v. 21), became the causa medians which procured 
the conclusion of peace between God and the world. Rom. iii, 25, v.9f; 
Eph. 1.7. The reason, which historically induced Paul to designate the 
blood of Christ with such specific definiteness.as the blood of His cross, is 
to be sought in the spiritualism of the false teachers, who ascribed to the 
angels a mediating eflicacy with God. Hence comes also the designation 
-—so intentionally material—of the reconciling sacrificial death, ver. 22, 
which Hofmann seeks to avoid as such, namely, as respects its detinite 
character of a satisfaction.*—dv abrot] not with the spiritus asper, equiva- 
lent to dc’ éavrot, as-those take it who refer eipyvorojoac to Christ as sub- 
ject (éavrav éxdobe, Theophylact), since this reference is erroneous, But 
‘neither can dc abroad be in apposition to sd tod aiuatog tr. or. abrow (Cas-. 
talio, “per ejus sanguinem, h.e. per ewm”), for the laéter, and not the 
former, would be the explanatory statement. It is a resumption of the — 
above-given dv abtod, after the intervening detinition spyvewoujoag x.7.4., in 
order to complete the discourse thereby interrupted, and that. by once 
more emphatically bringing forward the d¢ airad which stood at the com- 
-mencement; “through Him,” I say, to reconcile, whether they be things 


1Chrysostom,. Theadoret, Qecumeninus, Lu different in substance are Hofmann's utter. 





ther, Storr, Heinrichs, Flatt, Steiger, Hof- 
mann, atid many others. 
2 According to Hofmann, Schriftbew II 1, p 
'362 ff, by the blood of the cross, ver. 20, the 
déath of Christ is meant to be presented as a 
“judveal act of violence, and “what befell Him” 
as an-ignominy, which He allowed to he in- 
















a peace, which hrought everything out of 
“alienation from Him into fellowship of peace 
with Him.: ‘Ver. 22:does not affirm the expia- 
tion ‘of sin,-hut. the transition: of mankind, 
which had once for all-been effected in Christ, 
from the condition involved in their sin into 
~ that which came into existence with His 

‘death. -Christhas, ina body like ours, and by: 


one that which wa have need. of in orde 
may come ake stand A holy. before Him 


flicted on. Him with the view of establishing . 


-mention in. detail, 
“Si1-25. Calvin well says“ Ideo pignus et pre 
hum nostrae cum Deo pacificationis sanguis 
‘Christi, quia in cruce fusus.” 







ns.of the death to which we are subject, 


anees in his Hel Schr. NT. Butwhen we- 
find 1f there stated “how far Christ has 
hereby (namely, by His having allowed Him- 
self to be’ put to death asa transgressor by 
men) converted the variance, which subsisted 
between Him and the world created for Him, 
into its opposite, isnot here specified in detarl,'— 
that is an unwarranted evasion, for the strict 
idea of reconciliation had so definite, clear, 
firm, and vivid (comp, ver, 14, 1113'f,) a place. 
in the consciousness of the apostle and of the 
church, which was.a Pauline one; that it did’ 
not» need,: especially in“ express connection 
with the: blood of the cross, any more. precise 
Conip. Gal, “iii. 13, Rom. 














ee ae 





OnAP. 1 Be gage 


on earth or whether they be ae es in heaven. Comp. on Eph. i. 11; 
Rom. viii: 23.—eire ra él +. y., elre ta év rt. ob0.] divides, without 
“affected tautology ” (Holtzmann), but with a certain solemnity befitting 
the close of this part of the epistle, the 7a mévra into its two component 
parts. As to the quite universal description, see above on ra révra; comp. 
on ver. 16. We have, besides, to notice: (1) that Paul here (it is other- 
Wise in ver. 16, where the creation was in question, comp. Gen. i. 1) names 
the earthly things jirst, because the atonement took place on earth, and 
primarily affected things earthly; (2) that the disjunctive expression eire 


'... eire renders impossible the view of a reconciliation of the two sections 


one with another (Erasmus, Wetstein, Dalmer, and others). To the cate- 
gory, of exegetical aberrations belongs the interpretation of Schleier-__ 
muacher, who understands -earthly and heavenly things, and includes 
among the latter all the relations of divine worship and the mental tenden- 
cies of Jews and Gentiles relative thereto: “Jews and Gentiles were. at 
variance as to both, as to the heavenly and earthly things, and were now - 
to be brought together in relation to God, after He had founded peace 
through the cross of His Son.” The view of Baumgarten-Crusius is also 
an utter misexplanation : that the reconciliation of men (Jews and Gen- 
tiles) among themselves, and with the spirit-world, is the thing meant; 
and that the reconciliation with the latter consists in the consciousness 
given back to men of being worthy of connection with the higher spirits. 
—Lastly, against the reference to universal restoration, to which, according 
to Olshausen, at least the tendency of Christ’s atonement is assumed to 
have pointed, see on Eph. i. 10, remark 2.1 . 
Ver. 21. [On Vy. 21-23, see Note X XIX. page 275.] As far as ver 23, an 
application to the readers of what had been said as to the reconciliation, - 
in order to animate them, through the consciousness of this blessing, to 
stedfastness in the faith (ver. 23).—xal dude x.7.2..] PXXTEX a.) you also, not: 
and you, so that it would have to be separated by a mere comma from 
the preceding verse, and vi dé... Oavdrov would, notwithstanding its 
great importance, come to be taken as parenthetical (Lachmann), or as 
quite breaking off the discourse, and leaving it unfinished (Ewald). It 
begins a new sentence, comp. Eph. ii. 1; but observe, at the same time, 
that Eph. iji.is much too rich in its contents to admit of these contents 
being here compressed: into vv. 20, 21 (in opposition to Holtzmann, p. 
150).. As to the way in which Holtzmann gains an immediate connection 
with what precedes, see on ver. 19. The construction (following the read- 
ing dmoxaryAAdyyte, see the critical notes) has become anacoluthie, 


-- inasmuch as Paul, when he began the sentence, had in his mind the active 


verb (which stands in the Recepia), but he does not carry out this formation 
of the sentence; on the contrary, in his versatility of conception, he 
suddenly starts off and continues in a passive form, as if he had begun 
with cat dueig er.A2—dryddorp. era] when ye were once tn the state of 


Comp. also Schmid in the Jahrb. f. a. aes 'T.-567.ff.];. and upon the ons Butiniain,. 
aes p. 183.7 Neut, Gr. p. 171 LE. T. 107), 
2See Matthiae, p. 1624; Winer, p. 52 27. ff B. c ae 
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estrangement, characterizes their heathen condition. As tO axydioro., see 
on Eph. ii. 12; from which passage axa tie wotureiag t.’Iop. is here as 
unwarrantably supplied (Heinrichs, comp. Flatt), as is from Eph. iv. 14 
ric Cafe tod Geod (Bahr). In conformity with the context, seeing that 
“previously God was the subject as author of reconciliation, the being 
estranged from God (sod Oect), the being excluded from His fellowship, is 
to be understood. Comp. deo iv 7. xéony, Eph. ti. 12. On the subject- 
matter, Rom. i. 21 ff—éydpoie] sc. rH OG, in a passive sense (comp. on Rom. 
v. 10, xi. 28): invisos Deo,’ as is required by the idea of haying become 
reconciled, through which God’s enmity against sinful men, who were 
réxva gioee dpyie (Eph. ii. 8), has changed into mercy towards them? This 
applies in opposition to the usual active interpretation, which Hofmann 
also justly rejects: hostile towards God, Rom. viii. 7; Jas. iv. 4 (so still 
Huther, de Wette, Ewald, Ritschl, Holtamann), which is not. to. be com- 
bined with the passive sense (Calvin, Bleek).—r7 deavoia and év roi¢ épyoe tr. 
w. belong to both the preceding elements; the former as dative of the 
cause: on account of their disposition of mind they were once alienated 
from God and hateful to Him; the latter as specification of the overt, actual 
sphere of life, tn which they had been so (in the wicked works, in which their 
godless and God-hated behaviour had exhibited itself). Thus information 
is given, as to dr7Aa. and éx@potc, of an internal and of an external kind, 
‘The view which takes rj diavoia as dative of the respect (comp, Eph. iv. 18): 
as respects disposition (so, following older expositors, Huther, de Wette, 
» Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald), would no doubt suit the erroneous active 
explanation. of éy@p., but would furnish only a superfluous definition to it, 


as itis selfevident that the enmity towards God resides in the disposition. 


Luther incorrectly renders: “ through the reason ;”’ for the dd. is not the 
_-Yeason. itself, but. its immanent activity (see especially, Plato, Soph. p. 263 
_E), and that here viewed under its moral aspect; comp. on Eph. iv, 18. 


Beza: (“mente operibus malis intenta”), Michaelis, Storr, and Bihr 


attach ty roig gpyow u.7.A.to ry diavoia. This is grammatically admissible, 
since we may say diavoeiate dv, animo verseri in (Ps. Ixxiii, 8; Ecclus. is 
. 873; Plato, Prot. p. 841 E), and therefore the repetition of the article w: 

~ notnecessary. But the badness of the disposition was so entirely self 
evident from the context, that the assumed more precise definition by év 
toig Epy. 7, wovyp. Would appear tediously circumstantial.—The articles ra 
and roi¢ denote the disposition which they have had, and the aworks which 


1Gompare the phrase very current in the 
classical writers, from Homer onward, €xOpos 
“. Seats, quem: Dit oderunt. 
23ee Fritzsche, ad Rom. Ip. 576 Tf, who 
aptly explams «aradAdooecbar ri. In alicu- 
7 pus: Savorem venire, gui. anted succensuerit; 













2. “The reconciliation of men takes place 


ote has. ‘become gracions towards th 


Comp. Philippi, Glaubensl: IV. 2, p. 285 if, ed. > 
* vevdpevos drixatadAayy yuiy In Constt Apost. 
viii. 12. 14, itis said of Chmst that He rd xéopa 
: “warihrage Godyand 217,0f God: cop naraddan 
: rene atirots Gwith believers), : 


“ when God, instead of being further angry. at 


Comp. Luke xviii. 13; 2 Cory. 19.. So long a3 


His wrath is not changed, and consequently 
iTé is not reconciled; men reniain unrecon- 


Giled. 2 Mace vil.d38: 6 gay xiptas » _ Bpay dus 
_ ewdpyloTa. Kal weakly KaradAayyoeTat TOUS Gaur ” 
tov. Sovdors Cornp: Vite 29,15, v 20; Clem - 


Cor. 1 48 oikerevoutes avrdv (God), brms trAews 
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ihey have done. In the latter case the subjoined attributive furnished with 
the article (roi¢ tovypoic) is not causal (“ because they were bad,” pobeaen), 
but emphaticall y brings into prominence. the quality, as at Eph. vi. 18; 1 
Cor. vii. 14, and often (Winer, p. 126 [E. T. 182])—vvvi a? serandiryhac pnt) 


as if previously tei «.7.4, were used (see above); Ye also... have neverthe- 


less now become reconciled. On dé after participles which supply the place 
of the protasis, as here, where the thought is: although ye formerly, ete, 


‘see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 874 ff; Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 186; Kiihner, ad. 


Xen. Mem. iii. 7.8, Anab. vi. 6. 16. On. veri, with the aorist following, 
comp. ver. 26; Rom. vii. 6; Eph. ii. 13; Plat. Symp. p.193. A: rpd tod... 
éy quev, vovd d2 did tiv ddiciav Supnictypev bxd 7. Ocot. Ellendt. Lex Soph. IT. p. 
176; Kuhner, II. 2, p. 672. It denotes the present time, which has set in 
with the droxaryAA. (comp. Buttmann, Neul. Gr. p. 171 [E. T. 197]); and 
the latter has taken place objectively through the death of Christ, ver. 22, 
although realized subjectively in the readers only when they became 
believers—whereby the reconciliation became appropriated to them, and 
there existed now for them a decisive contrast of their vu with their 


woré The reconciling subject is, according to the context (vv. 19, 20), not - 


Christ (as at Eph. ii. 16), through whom (comp. Rom. vy. 10; 2 Cor. v. 18) 
the reconciliation has taken place (see ver. 20), but, as at 2 Cor. v. 29, 
God” For the reference to Christ even the reading doxarpaAazev would 


by no means furnish a reason, far less a necessity, since, on the contrary, 


even this active would have, according to the correct explanation of 


evddxyoe In ver. 19, to be taken as referring to God (in opposition to 


Hofmann). 


Vev. 22. ’Ev ro cauate «.7.2.] that, by means of which they have been 


reconciled; corresponding to the d¢ abrod and did rob aiparog rob oranpod abrod 
of ver. 20: in the body of Ilis flesh by means of death. Since God is the 
reconciling sulject, we are not at liberty, with Elzevir, Scholz, and others, 
to read abrot (with the spirilus asper), which would not be justified, even 
though Christ were the subject. We have further to note: (1) dca 7. Oavarau 
informs us whereby the being reconciled éy 76 cOuate 7. 6. ad. was brought 
about, namely, by the death occurring, without. which the reconciliation 
would not have taken place in the body of Christ. (2) Looking to the 
concrete presentation of the matter, and because the procuring element 
is subsequently brought forward specially and on its own account by dd, 
the ¢v is not, with Erasmus and many others, to be taken as instrumental, 
but is to be left as local; not however, in the sense that Christ accom- 


plished the droxarcdddooew in His body, which was fashioned materially 


like ours (Hofmann, comp. Calvin and others, ineluding Bleek)—which, 


in fact, would amount-to the perfectly self-evident point, that 1t took place 
in His corporeally-human form of being,—but, doubtless, especially as dd 
rod Gavérov follows, in the sense, that in the body of Christ, by means of the | 


1Comp.. Luthardt,.. rom freien Willen, p. . Oecumenius, Beza, Calvin, Estius, Calovinus, 
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403. : |. Heinrichs, and others, ineluding de Wette- 


Tn dpporition to Chr 'ysostom, Theodoret, and Ewald, 
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ath therein ‘accomplished, our: yetouciliation was objectively realized, 
which fact of salvation, therefore, inseparably associated itself with His 
body; comp. é» 7) capxi pov, ver. 94, see also 1. Pet. ii, 24 and Huther in 
“loe.. The conception of substitution, however, though involved in the 
thing (in the itacr jpwv), is nob to be sought i in & (in opposition to Bohmer 
and Baumgarten-Crusius). (8 3) The reason for the intentional use of the 
material description : “in the body which consisted of His flesh” (comp. ii. 
11; Ecelus, xxiii. 16), is to be sought in the apologetic interest of antago- 
nism to the fulse teachers, against whom, however, the charge of Docetism, 
possibly on the ground of ii. 23, can the less be proved (in opposition to 
.Beza, Balduin, Bohmer, Steiger, Huther, and Dalmer), as Paul nowhere 
in the epistle expressly treats of the material Incarnation, which he would 
hardly have omitted to do in contrast to Docetism (comp. 1 John). In 
_ fact, the apostle found sufficient occasion for writing about the reconcilia- 
tion as he has done here and in ver. 20, in the fuith in angels on the part 
of his opponents, by which they ascribed the reconciling mediation with 
God in part to those higher spiritual beings (who are without c@ur rg 
capxéc). Other writers have adopted the view, without any ground what- 
ever in the connection, that Paul has thus written in order to distinguish 
the real body of Christ from the spiritual oéua of the church (Bengel, 
Michaelis, Storr, Olshausen), The other odza of Christ, which contrasts 
with His earthly body of flesh (Rom. i. 8, viii. 8), is His glorified heavenly 
body, Phil. i. 21; 1 Cor. xv. 47% References, however, such as Calvin, 


corpus”’), or Grotius (“tantas res perfecit instrumento adeo tenni;” conip. 
also Estius and others), are forced upon the words, in which the form. of. 
expression is selected simply in opposition to spérifualistie erroneous doc- 
trines, Just as little may we import into the simple historical statement of 
the means did rot bavdrov, with Hofmann, the ignominy of shedding His blood 
on the cross, since no modal definition to that effect is subjoined or indicated, 

— rapactioa tac «.7.4.], Ethical definition of the object aimed at in the 
_dmoxaryAd,: ye have been reconciled . . . in order fo present you, etc. The 
presenting subject is therefore the subject of droxary42., so that it is to be 
explained : iva rapaorjanre tae, ut sisterctis vos, and therefore this continua- 
tion of the discourse is by no means awkward in its relation to the read- 
ing aroxarndAdyyre (in opposition to de Wette). We should be only justified 
in expecting éavrote (as Huther suggests) instead of duis (comp. Rom. xii. 
1) if (comp; Rom. vi. 13; 2 Tim. ii. 15) the connection required a reflexive 


vos, in which case, however, the subject. would not be Christ (Hofmann), 
- but, asin every case since ebdéxyoe in ver. 19, God.—The point of time at 
Which the rapasr. is to take place (observe the aorist) is that of the judg- 
ment, in which they shall:come forth holy, etc., before the Judge. ‘Comp. ver. 
28, and on Eph. y. 27. This reference. (comp. Bahr, Olshausen, Bleek) is 
required by the context in ver. 28, where the rapacrfom «7.4. is made 
dependent on continuance in the faith as its condition: consequently there 


,') 


e.q., has discovered (“humile, terrenum et infirmitatibus multis obnoxium — 


emphasis. According i the reading droxar#Adagev the sense is at sisterct 


cannot be meant ae result crea accor itahed by ue reconciliation a dself, 
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namely, the state of d:casooivy entered upon through it (so usually, includ- 
ing Hofmann). The state of justification sets in at any rate, and uncon- 
ditionally, through the reconciliation; but it may be lost again, and at the 
Parousia will be found subsisting only in the event of the reconciled 
remaining constant to the faith, by means of which they have appropri- 
ated the reconciliation, ver. 28.—dyiove «.7.4.] does not represent the sub- 
jects as sacrifices (Rom. xii. 1), which would not consist with the fact that 
Christ.is the sacrifice, and also would not be in harmony with dvey«a.; it 
rather describés without figure the moral holiness which, after the justifica- 
tion attained by means of faith, is wrought by the Holy Spirit (Rom. vii. 


6, viii. 2, 9, ef al.), and which, on the part of man, is preserved and main- | 


tained by continuance in the faith (ver. 23)... The three predicates are not 
intended to represent the relation “erga Deum, respectu vesiri, and 
respectu prozimi” (Bengel, Bahr), since, in point of fact, auapove (blameless, 
Eph. i. 4, v. 27; Herod. ii. 177; Plat. Rep. p. 487 A: ob0 dv 6 Mapoc ré. ye 
rowdroy wéwpacro) no less than aveye2. (reprouchless, 1 Cor.i. 8) points to an 
external judgment: but the moral condition is intended. to be described 
with exhaustive emphasis - positively (dyiove) and negatively (Guép. and 
aveynd.). The idea of the moral holiness of the righteous through faith is 
thoroughly Pauline; comp. not only Eph. ii. 10, Tit. ti, 14, ii. 8; but algo 
such passiges as Rom. vi. 1-28, vill. 4 ffl; Gal. v. 92-25; 1 Cor. ix. 24 ff; 

2 Cor. xi. 2, ef al—xarevdziov adzot] refers to Christ, to His judicial appear- 


ance at the Parousia, just as by the previous atrod after capxdée Christ also 
’ ‘p QO” 


was meant. The wswal reference to God (so HWuther, de Wette, Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius, Ewald, Bleek) is connected with the reading droxarjAAagev 
taken as so refering: comp. Jude 24; Eph. i. 4.° The ‘objection that 
karevdrriov elsewhere occurs only in reference to God, is without force; for 
that this is the case in the few passages where the word is used, seems to 
be purely accidental, since évdzov is also applied to Christ (2 Tim. ii. 14), 
and since in the notion itself there is nothing opposed to this reference. 
The frequent use of the expression “before God” is traceable to the theo- 
cratically national currency of this conception, which by no means 
excludes the expression “before Christ.” So éuxpocfev is also used of Christ 
in 1 Thess. ii. 19. Comp. 2 Cor. v. 10: gurpocter rod Bijuarog tod Xpucroi, 
which is a commentary on our Karevdriov avtrod; see also Matt. xxv. 82. 


REMARK.—tThe proper reference of wapacrijoa: «.7,A. to the judgment, as also 
the condition appended in ver. 28, place it beyond doubt that what is meant here 
(it is otherwise in Eph. i. 4) is the holiness and blamelessness, which is entered 
upon through justification by faith actu judiciali and is positively wrought by the 
Holy Spirit, but which, on the other hand, is preserved and maintained up to the 
judgment by the self-active perseverance of faith in virtue of the new life of the 
reconciled (Rom. vi.); so. that the justitia inhaerens is. therefore neither meant 
alone (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calvin, and others), nor excluded 
(Theodoret, Erasmus, Beza, and others), but is included. Comp. Calovius. 

180 also Holtzmann, p. 47, though holding — synéaetieally the reference is made to Christ, 


in favor of the pr jority of Eph. i:4, that the But, in fact, the one. is just as Consistent with 
sense requires a reference to God, although - _ the sense as the other. 


Satie 
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Ver. 93, IXXIX b. e.] Ragiuiréiiont; With which is ansibointed not,» 
indeed, the being included in the work of reconciliation (Hofmann), but 
the attainment of its blessed final aim, which would otherwise be for- 
feited, namely the mapacrioas x72. above described: so far at any rate as 
ye, i.e. assuming, namely, that ye, ete. A confidence that the readers 
will fulfill this condition is not conveyed by the «ye in itself (see on 2 
Cor. v.38; Gal-iil. 4; Eph. iii. 2), and is not implied here by the context; 
but Paul sets forth the relation purely as a condition certainly taking place, 
which they have to fulfill, in order to attain the 7 xapasrioat K.7.A.—that 
“fructus in posterum laetissimus ” of their reconciliation (Bengel).—7r# 
-riorer| belonging to éxtuév.: abide by the faith, do not cease from it. See 
on Rom. vi. 1. The mode of this abiding is indicated by what follows 
positively (reféu. x. épaio), and negatively (x. yi) eran. x.7.4.), under the 
figurative conception of .a building, in which, and that with reference to 
the Parousia pointed at by. rapaorjoa «.7.2., the hope of the gospel is 
conceived asthe foundation, in so far as. continuance in the faith 7s based 
on this, and is in fret not possible without it (ver. 27). “Spe amissa per- 
“severantia concidit,” Gretius. On refszed.. which is not interjected 
(Holtzmann), comp. Eph. iii.17; 1 Pet. v.10; and on édpaior, 1 Cor, xv. 
58. The opposite of refewed. is yopic bevedion, Luke vi. 49; but it would 
be a contrast to the refezeA. kai edpaior, if they were perancvobyevot KA. 5 
‘concerning uh, see Winer, p. 48 (E. T. 475]; Baeumlein, Part. p. 295.— 
peraxivotyt.] pussively, through the influence of false doctrines and other 
seductive forces —d7zé] away . . from, so as to stand no longer on hope 
as the foundation of persey erance in the. faith. Comp. Gal. i. 6.—The 
frig rod ebayy. (Which is proclaimed through the gospel by means of its 
‘promises, comp. ver. 5, and on Eph. i. 18) is the hope of eternal life in - 
the Messianic kingdom, which has been imparted to he believer in the 
gospel... Comp: .vv.:4, 5,27; Rom. v. 2, vill. 24; Tit. 1,2 fy iii, 70d. 
- peoboare «.7.2.] three definitions rendering ‘the jj} saat, Kr, In its 
“universal obligation palpably apparent to the readers; for such a. pera- 


\-keveigfae would; in the case of the Colossians, be inexcusable (oi. jxatgare, 






comp. Rom. x. 18), would set at naught the universal proclamation of the 
Pospel (rod kypoyf. x.r.A.), and would stand in contrast. to the personal 
weight of the apostle’s position as its servant (od éyev, «.7.2,). Tf, with - 
- Hofmann, we join rod kxypuylévrog as an. adjective to rod ebayyediov, ob 
—Fxoboare, we withdraw from the od gxotoare that: element of practical sig- 
nificance, which it must have, if it is not to be superfluous... Nor is justice 
done to the third point, ob éyevduqy «.7.2., if the words (so Hofmann, comp. 


; 1In our Epistle faith is by no means post- 
~poned to knowing and perceiving (comp. Ii. 
5, 7, 12),.a8 Baur asserts in his Veut. Theol. p, 
272. .The frequent.emphasis laid upon know- 













“tg not to be put.to- the account of. an intel+ 


euliatity betokening the author and age of 


“ledge, insight, comprehension, and the like, - 
lectualism, which forms -a fundamental pe. 


this mpl: (and eapactally: ‘of that to the 


Ephesians), as Holtzmann conceives, p. 216 ff; 
on the contrary, it was/owing to the attitude 
of the apostle towards the antagonistic philo- 
sophical specuiations. Comp. also Gran, Ents |. 
wickélungsgesch, de N. T. IL p. 163 fh 1, was» 


_ owing to the necessary relations, in which the - 


apostle, with his.peeuliarity of. being: all 


: things to all ‘men, found hiniself placed * 
5 ‘towards the interests of ‘the time pad Pisee. 
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de Wette) are meant ‘6 help the pee by enforcing what he is thence- 
forth to write with the weight of his name, to come to his condition at that 
time. According to this, they would be merely destined as a transition. 
In accordance with the context, however, and without arbitrary tamper- 
ing, they can only have the same aim with the two preceding attributives 
which are annexed to the gospel; and, with this aim, how appropriately 
and. forcibly do they stand at. the closalé Aoivoy yap péya qv rd Tabdov 
évoua, Oecumenius, comp. se sien Comp: on ve lavtec, with a 
view to urge his personal authority, 2 Cor. x.1; Gal.v.2; Eph. iii. 1; 1 
Thess. ii. 18; Philem. 19. It is to be aac: moreover, that if Paul 
himself had been the teacher of the Colossians, this relation would cer- 
tainly not have been passed over here in silence.—év wdoy «rice: (without 
rH, see the critical remarks) is to be taken as: i presence of (coram, see 
Ast, Lex. Plat. I. p. 701; Winer, p. 860 [E. T. 885] every creature, before | 
everything that is created (xriowe, aS in i. 15). There is nothing created 
under the heaven, in whose sphere and environment (comp. Ktihner, IL 
1, p. 401) the gospel had not been proclaimed. The sense of the word 
must be left in this entire generality, and not limited to the heathen (Biihr). 
Tt is true that the popular expression of universality may just as little be 
pressed here as in ver. 6 But as in i. 15, so also here réoa «rice is not 
all ereation, according to which the sense is assumed to be: “on a stage 


embracing the whole world” (Hofmann). This Paul would properly have 


expressed by é dey 1H xrioe, Or iv ravtt tO Kéoum, OY cv baw TE KS 
comp. ver. 6. The expression is more lofty and poetic than in ver. 6, ap- 
propri iate to the close of the section, not a fanciful reproduction. betray- 
ing an imitator and a later age (Holtzmann). Omitting even. ob jxobcare 
(because it is not continued by ob xai pheee ua arrives merely. at 
the connection between ver. 23 and ver. 25: ja) peranev, ard. tod ebayy. 
éyev. éyO Tl. dean, Kata tiv otKoy. tT, Ueod tiv seats joe €l¢ buac, just as _ i 
then would read further thus: wAgpéoa tT. Ady. 7. feod, ele 6 Kal Komid 
dyauctéu. Kara rv. évépy. abtod ri évepyous, iv enol —dedicovoe | See on Eph. 
iii. 7. Paul has become such through his calling, Gal. i. 15 £.; Eph. iii. 7. 
Observe the aorist. 

Ver. 243 [On Vv. 24-29, see Note XXX. pages 275-278.] A more precise 
description of this relation of service, and that, in the first place, with 
respect to the sufferings which the apostle is now enduring, ver. 94, and 
then with respect to his important calling generally, vv, 25-29.—ae (see the 
critical remarks) [XXX a.] viv yaipo «7.2.: Lwho now rejoice, ete. How 
touchingly, so as to win the hearts of the readers, does this join itself with 


the last element of encouragement in ver, 23 vu | places in contrast with 


the great element of his past, expressed by ob éyev. «.7.2., which has im- 
posed on the apostle so many sorrows (comp. Acts ix. 16), the situation as 


it now exists with him in that relation of service on his part to the gospel. 


- 4 According to Baur, indeed, such passages ~—«- 2Comp. Herm. Past. sim. viil.38; Ign. Rom.2, 
ag the present are among those which betray #See upon ver. 24, Liieke, Progr. 1833; Hue. 
the doublé personality of the author. ther in-the Stud, u. Kit. 1838, p. 189 ff | 
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appreciation of the sufferings under which he writes, as joyfulness over 
them, and as a becoming perfect in the fellowship of tribulation with 
- Christ, which is accomplished through them. It is plain, therefore, that 
the emphatic viv is not transitional (Bahr) or inferential (Liicke: “quae 


importation of the thought: now, after that I look 7 upon the shiahaft as firmly 
established (comp. Da Imad), or, with. Hofmann, to. be taken as ‘standing in 
contrast to the apostoiic uctivity.—év toi¢ mabiop. i [XXX b.] over the suff 
ings; see on Eil i. 18; Paean v. 3. nee joy in pony is so. y 


opposition to Holtzman) | in 2 Cor. vil. 4, either for t 
“for Eph. iii, 18; comp. also. Phil. ii. 17—irip buar] jc 
‘so as to form one conception, without connecting article. Comp. on vy. 
1,4; 2 Cor. vil. 7; Eph. iii, 18; Gal. iv. 14. Since irép, according to the 





neither mean instead of (Steiger, Catholic expositors, but not Cornelius a 
Lapide or Estius), nor on account of (Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, Flatt; comp. 
Eph. iii, 1; Phil. i. 29), but simply: in commodum,' namely, wa tude ager- 
joa duvyGi, Oecumenius, and that, indeed, by that honorable attestation and 
. glorifying of your Christian state, which is actually contained in my tribula- 
tions; for the latter show forth the faith of the readers, for the sake of 
which the apostle has undertaken and borne the sufferi ing, as the holy 


Eph. iii, 18, The reference to. the example, which confirms the readers’ 
tion, the indirect and tame character of which is not at all in keeping with 


relation in question concerns Pauline Christians generally, is to.be explained 
by the tendency of affectionate sympathy to individualize (comp. Phil. i. 
95, ti, 17, e al.). It is arbitrary, doubtless, to supply tay évav here from 
iph. ili. 1 (Platt, Huther);. but that Paul, nevertheless, has his readers in 
view as Gentile Christians, and as standing in a special relation to himself 
a poste of the Gentiles, is shown by vv. 25-27.—xai] not equivalent to xat 
¢p (Heinrichs, Bahr), but the simple and, subjoining to the subjective 
of feeling the ohjective relation of suffering, which the apostle sees 
ishing itself in his destiny.» It therefore carries on, but not from 


Beta! (bus) “ad totam: omnino écelesiam (Liicke), since the new. 


bite ty ob. abrod, The eGadaeilon 7 ideas is rather: ‘I rejoice 
sufferings, and what a holy position is theirs! through them I 
tc,. Hence the notion of yalpu is not, with Huther, to be carried 
80. to dvtavaraypa: and I supplement with joy, etc. At the same 


owever, explainsit of the meritoriousnees of good works availing for others. 


‘This: resend seadition: freien he: ‘characterize, in _ full magnanimous 


cum ita sint”); nor yet is it to be defined, with Olshausen,. by arbitrary ae 


raOhuacer 


~ gontext, is not to be taken otherwise than ag in érép rob ody. abrod, it can: 


-- divine thing which is worthy of such a sacrifice. Comp. Phil. i. 12 ff.;. 
faith (Grotius, Wolf, Bihr, and others), introduces inappropriately a reflec. — 


the emotion of the discourse-—The tev, meaning the readers, though the — 
































CHAP. 1. 24. 253 
The double compound is more. graphic than the simple dvarAnpa, Phil. ii. 
30; 1 Cor. xvi. 17 (Z fill up), since dvzi (to jill up over against) indicates what 
is broughi in for the mating complete over against the still existing éorepiyuara, 
The reference of the dvri lies therefore in the notion of what is lacking; 
inasmuch, namely, as the iricomplete is rendered complete by the very 
fact, that the supplement corresponding to. what is lacking is introduced 
in its stead. It is the reference af the corresponding adjustment, of the 
supplying of what is still wanting? The distinction of the word from the 
simple avarazypody does not consist in this, that the latter is said of him, 
who “ torépqua a se relictum ipse explet, * and davravara. of him, who “ alte- 
rius toréoyua de suo explet;”* nor yet in the endurance weing with Christ, 
the author of the afflictions;* but in the circumstance, that in dvravar’. 
the filling up is conceived and described as defectud respondens, in. avar2., 
on the other hand, only in general as completio.\—ra torepquara] The plural 
indicates those elements yet wanting in the sufferings of Christ in order to 
-completeness.. Comp. 1 Thess. iii, 10; 2 Cor. ix. 12.—rév dai). rod Xpisrod] 
rod X. is the genitive of the subject. Paul describes, namely, his own suffer- 
ings, 11 accordance with the ae of the xotvevety rai¢ tod Xpiorod wabjuace (1 
Pet. iv. 18; comp. Matt. xx. 22; Heb. xiii. 13), as afflictions of Christ, in so 
far as the apostolic suffering in essential character was the same as Christ 
endured (the same cup which Christ drank, the same baptism with which 
Christ was baptized). Comp. on Rom. viii. 17; 2 Cor. 1.5; Phil. iii. 10. 
The collective mass of these afflictions is conceived in the form of a definite. . 
measure, just as the phrases dvaryerddvac kaxd, dvarAjoat Kandy otrov, and the 
like, are current in classic authors, according to a similar figurative con- 
ception (Hom. J/, vil. 34.354, xv. 182), Schweigh. Lex. Herod. I. p. 42. He 
only who has suffered all, has filled up the measure. That Paul is now, in. 
his captivity fraught with danger to life, on the point (the present avravara, 
indicating the being in the act, see Bernhardy, p. 870) of filling up all that 
still remains behind of this measure of affliction, that he is therefore 
engaged in the final full solution of his task of suffering, without leaving a 
single torépyua in it,—this he regards as something grand and glorious, and. 
therefore utters the avravaranpd, which bears the emphasis at the head. of 
this declaration, with all the sense of triumph which the approaching com- 
‘pletion of such a work involves. “JZ rejoice on accownt of the sufferings 











_ iMany ideas are arbitrarily introduced by 
commentators, in order to bring out of the 
avriin avravand. areciprocal relation. See e.g. 
Clericus: “ Ile ego, quiolim eeclesiam Christi 
vexaveram, nune vicissim in ejus utilitatem 
pergo multa, mala perpeti.” Others (see al- 
ready Oecumenius) have found in it the 
meaning: for reguital of that: which Christ 
suffered for us; comp. also Grimm in his 
Lexicon... Wetstein Temarks | shortly and 
rightly: “dvri borepyparos succedit ne 
pa,"—or rather avarAjpepe. 

2Comp; Dem, 182. 22: dvravasdypoivres mpos 


Tov ebropwraroy ael Tols aropwrarous (where. 


‘xii. p. 957 A, Tim. p..78 D, et al. 
Tittmann, Synon. p. 230, 


the idea is, that the poverty of the latter is 
compensated for by the wealth of the former); 
80 also avravarAjpweus, Epicur. ap. Diog. DL. 
x. 48; Dio Cass. xliv. 48: doow ©... éveder, rodTe 
é« THs wapa Tay GAAwY cuvTEdeiag avTavamaAy- 
pwd. Comp. avrezmimanus, Xen, Anab. iv. 5. 
28; dvrovurdjdev, Xen. Heil. ii. 4.12; and 
avrimdnpour, Xen. Cyr: ii. 2. 26. 

So Winer, de verbor.¢. praepos in.N. T. usu, 


1838, IIL. p. 22. 


| 4¥ritzsche, ad Rom. TTL. p, 975. 
45S8ee 1 Cor. xvi.17%; Phil. ii 30; Plat. Legg. 


Comp. also 















































254. THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSIANS. — 
which I endure for you, and—so hignly have I to esteem this situation of 
--aftliction—I am in the course of furnishing the complete fulfillment of. 
what in my case still remains in arrear of fellowship of affliction with Christ.” 
This lofty consciousness, this feeling of the grandeur of the case, very 
naturally involved not only the selection of the most graphic expression 
possible, avravariypa, to be emphatically prefixed, but also the description, 
in the most honorable and sublime manner possible, of the apostolic 
afflictions themselves as the @Aipe tod Xprorot,) since in their kind and 
nature they are no other than those which Christ Himself has suffered, 
‘These sufferings are, indeed, sufferings for Christ's sake,* but they are not 
go designated by the genitive; on the contrary, the designation follows the 
idea of ethical identity, which is conveyed in the ioduoipor sivas 76 Xpiorg, as 
in Phil. iii..10. Nor are they to be taken, with Liicke (comp. Fritzsche, 
ic.), as: “afflictiones, quae Paulo apostolo Christo auctore et auspice Chitsto 
perferendae erant,” since there is no ground to depart from the primary 
and most natural desienation of the suffering subject (nue, with the geni-. 
tive of the person, is always so used in the N. T., ag. in. 2 Cor. i. 4, 8, iv. 
‘47; Eph, iii, 12; Jas. i. 27), considering how current is the idea of the 
covven'a of the sutlerings of Christ.. Theodoret’s comment is substantially 
-eorrect, though not exhibiting precisely the relation expressed by the 
genitive: Xpiorde Tov brép tie éxxAqoiac Kkaredéaro Gavatov . .. Kal Ta dAaAa 





boa ixéuewe, nal d Osiog ardaroAo¢ aaabtwo trip abrijg Uxéiory ta moiKtda rally 
para, Ewald imports move, when he says that Paul designates. his suffer- 
ings from the point of view of the continuation and further accomplish- 
ment of the divine aim in the sufferings of Christ. Quite erroneous, how- 
ever, because at variance with the idea that Christ has exhausted the 
suffering appointed to Him : the decree of God for the redemption of the 
world (comp. also John xi. 52, xix. 80; Luke xxii. 37, xviii. 81; Rom. iii. 
(25; 2 Cor. v. 21, al), is Hat a the view of Heinrichs: ‘ qualia et. Christ+ 
us pussurus fuisset, si diutius vixisset,”* but also that of Hofmann, who 
explains it to mean: the supplementary continuation of the afflictions which 
Christ: suffered in His earthly life—a continuation which belonged to the 
apostle as apostle of the Genililes, and consisted in a suffering which could 
not have affected Christ, because He was only sent to the lost sheep of 

- Israel. As if Christ’s suffering were not, throughout the N. T., the one 
perfect and. completely valid suffering for all mankind, but were rather to 
be viewed under the aspect of two quantitative halves, one of which He 

- hore Himself as ddxove eperouije (Rom. xv. 8), leaving the other behind to 
3 be borne by Paul as the dddcxakoc éMvav; so that the first, namely, that 
which Jesus suffered, consisted in the fact that Israel brought Him to the 
cross, because they would not allow Him to be their Saviour; whilst the 
: other, vin complement of the first, consisted in this, that Paul lay in cap- 


o When de Wette accHings our view of. ont. On. 7X. 
OdLW. 7. X, as tame, and Schenkel as tautologi- - . 880 Vatablus, Sélivattgen, Zachariae, Storr, 
: cal, the incorrecthess. of this criticism ari Rosenmiiller, © “Flatt, Bohmer, and eons 
- from. their not observing thatthe stres ~ comp. Wetstein, 9 

the expression lies on dvravardAnpd, and not. 880 gabstantlally also Phot: Amphit 143. 
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livity with his life at stake, because Israel would not permit him to proclaim 
that Saviour to the Gentiles. Every explanation, which involves the idea 
of the suffering endured by Christ’ in the days of His flesh having been 
incomplete and needing supplement, is an anomaly which offends against 
the analogy of faith of the N.T. And how incompatible with the deep 
humility of the apostle (Eph. iii. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 9) would be the thought of 
being supposed to supplement that, which the highly exalted One (ver. 15 
ff.) had suffered for the reconciliation of the universe (ver. 20 ff)! Only 
when misinterpreted in this fashion can the utterance be regarded as one 
perfectly foreign to Puul (as is asserted by Holtzmann, pp. 21 f, 152, 226); 
even Eph. i. 22 affords no basis for such a view. As head of the Church, 
which is His body, and which He fills, He is in statu gloriae in virtue of 
His kingly office. Others, likewise, holding the genitive to be that of the 


subject, have discovered here the conception of the suffering of Christ in the - 


Church, His body,“so that when the members suffer, the head suffers also# 
But the idea of Christ suffering in the sufferings of His peopte (Olshausen : 
“Christ is the suffering God in the world’s history ’) is nowhere found in 
the N. T., not even in Acts ix. 4, where Christ, indeed, ‘appears as the One 
against Whom the persecution of Christians is directed, but. not as affected 
bu it in the sense of suffering. He lives in His people (Gal. ii. 20), speaks in 
them (2 Cor. xiii. 8); His heart beats in them (Phil. i. 8); He is mighty in 
them (ver. 29), when they are weak (2 Cor, xii. 9), their hope, their life, 
their victory; but. nowhere is it said that He sugers in them. 
moreover—which, consistently carried out, would involve even the con- 


ception of the dying of Christ in the martyrs—would be entirely opposed - 


to the victoriously reigning life of the Lord in glory, with whose death all 
His sufferings are at an end, Acts ii. 34 (2; 1 Cor. xv. 24; Phil. i. 9 ff; 
Luke xxiv. 26; John xix. 30. Crucified é dofeveiac, He ines ix duvajeewg 
Oxot, 2 Cor. xiil. 4, at the right hand of God exalted above all the heavens 
and filling the universe (Eph. i. 22 f., iv. 10), ruling, conquering, and 
beyond the reach of farther suffering (Heb. iil, 18 {f.). The application 
made by Cajetanus, Bellarmine, Salmeron, and others, of this explanation 
for the purpose of establishing the treasury of indulgences, which consists 
of the merits not merely cf Christ but also of the apostles and saints, is a 
Jewish error (4 Macc. vi. 26, and Grimm in Joc.), historically hardly worthy 
of being noticed, though still defended, poorly enough, by Bisping.—év 74 
capxi pov] belongs to drravar2., as to Which it specifies the more precise mode; 
not to ray Oi. 7. X. (so Storr, Flatt, Bahr, Steiger, Bohmer, Huther), with 
which it might be combined so as to form one idea, but it would convey a 
more precise description of the Christ-sufferings experienced by the apos- 
tle, for which there was no motive, and which was evident of itself. Belong- 


This idea, 


-1Comp. also Sabatier, Papdtre Paul, p. 
213. 

280 Chrysostam. and Theophylact (who 
»gompare 
when the-general-in-chief is removed, takes 
_, the latter's place and receives his wounds), 


e the apostle with a lieutenant, who, - 


Theodore of Mopsuestia, Augustine, Erasmus, 
Luther, Beza, Calvin, Melanchthon, Clarius, 
Cormelius « Lapide, Vitringa, Beugel, Mi- 
chaelis, and others, including Steiger, Bihr, 
Olshausen, de Wette, Schankel, Dalmer; 


comp. Grotius and Calovius, and even Bleek. 
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256 | THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSIANS. 
ing to dvravard., it contains with iatp tod ad. 4. a pointed definition (adpé 
ae . cdpa) of the mode and of the aim . Paul accomplishes that avravarAy- 
poo» in his flesh, which in its natural weakness, exposed to suffering and 
death, receives the affliction from without and feels it psychically (comp. 
2 Cor. iv. 11; Gal. iv. 14; 1 Pet. iv. 1), for the benefit of the body of Christ, 
which is the church (comp. ver. 18), for the confirmation, advancement, 
and. glory of which (comp. above on trip tuav) he endures the Christ- 
sufferings. Comp. Eph. iii. 18. The significant purpose of the addition 
of év rH capxt 7.2. is to bring out more clearly and render palpable, in 
connection with the dvravarAypd «.7.4., what lofty happiness he experiences 
in’ this very dvravav4ypoiv, He is therein privileged to step in with his 
mortal eépé for the benefit of the holy and eternal body of Chnst, which is 
the church. 
Ver. 25, That He suffers thus, as is stated in ver. 24, for the good of the 
church, is implied in his special relation of service to the latter ; hence the 
*Suexegéticnl relative clause geo éyevdugy x.t.A. (comp. on ver. 18): whose 
servant I have become in conformity with my divine appointment as 
preacher to the Gentiles (cara 7. olxov. x.7.2.). In this way Paul now brings 
this his specifie and distinctive calling into prominence after the general 
description of himself as servant of the gospel in ver. 23, and here again he 
gives expression to the consciousness of his ¢ndividuad authority by the 
emphasized éyé, The relation of the testimony regarding himself in ver. 
25 to that of ver. 28 is elimactie, not that of a clumsy duplicate (Eoltz- 
mann),—-xaré ry oixovou. «.7.4.] [XXX d.] tn accordance with the steward- 
ship of God, which is given to me with reference to you. The olxovepuia rt. Oead 
is in itself nothing else than a characteristic designation of the apostolic 
office, in so far as its holder is appointed as administrator of the household 
of God (the oixodearéryc), by which, in the theocratic figurative conception, 
is denoted the church (comp. 1. Tim. iii. 15). Comp. 1. Cor. ix. 17, iv. 1; 

Tit. i. 7. Hence such an one is, in consequence of this otfice conferred upon 

him, in his relation to the church the servant of the latter (2 Cor. iv. 5), to 
which function God has appointed him, just because he is His steward. 
This sacred stewardship then receives its more precise distinguishing defi- 
- nition, so far as it is entrusted to Paul, by the addition. of ce tude «ra. It 
is purely arbitrary, and at variance with the context (rj dof. jx), to 
depart from the proper signification, and to take it as institution, arrange- 
ment (see on Eph. i. 10, iii, 2)3—ele tac] although the office concerned Gen- 
tile Christians generally; a concrete appropriation as in ver.24. Comp.on 
Phil. i.24. Itistobe joined with r. dofeiody wor, asin Eph. iii. 2; not with raypo- 
cae K.TA, (Hofmann), with the comprehensive tenor of which the individual. 












1 “LBtelger rightly perceived that év-+. Frepit vo 

and Umép 7. o. é. belong together; but-he: er- 
_-roneously coupled both. with tay @A, 7X, 
oe. (the sufferings which Christ endures in my 
- flesh: for His body”), nonin te aa incorrect 
lew of the odcpeis 1. X 
















much wavering), Beza, Calvin, Estius, Rosen- 


KeT.AL, WE ought to join. év 77 oapKi pov with 
ray Odip..c. X.,as the latter would otherwise 
be without: any reference tothe person.of the 


apostle, It hasin fact, this reference through 


the very. statement, that the: dvravarAnpody 


etd, takes place in the flesh of the apostle. 
fmann thinks, - without, reason,. "that, A 
AC ording to our explination. af: dorende hips 


880. Chrysostom and.-his suecessors (with 











CHAP. 1, 25, 26, OS BT” 


ising “for you” is not in harmony, when it is properly explained (ee - 


below).—a4ypicar «.7.2.] telic infinitive, depending on rh» dobeicdy poe ele 
dude, beside which it stands (Rom. xv. 15 f.); not on qe éyev, dedx. (Huther). 
Paul, namely, has received the office of Apostle to the Gentiles, in order 
through the discharge of it fo bring to completion the gospel (riv Adyov +t 
Geo, 1 Cor. xiv. 86; 2 Cor. il, 17, iv. 2; 1 Thess. ii18; Acts iv. 29, 31, vi. 
_ 9, and frequently), obviously not as regards its contents, but as regards its 
universal destination, according to which the knowledge of salvation had 


not yet reached its fullness, so long as it: was only communicated to the: 


Jews and not to the Gentiles also. The latter was accomplished through 
Paul, who thereby made full the gospel—conceived, in respect of its pro- 
clamation in accordance with its.destiny, as a measure to be filled—just 
because the divine stewardship for the Gentiles had been. committed to 
him. The same conception of rAgpweoe occurs in Rom, xv. 19.1 | Partly 


from not attending to the contextual reference to the element, contained - 


int. dof, pot cig bude, Of the wAgpwow of the gospel which was implied in the 
- Gentile-wpostolie ministry, and partly from not doing justice to the verbal 
sense of the selected expression zAypéca, or attributing an arbitrary 
meaning to it, commentators have taken very arbitrary views of the 
passage, such as, for example, Luther: to preach copiously; Olshausen, 


whom Dalmer follows: “to proclaim it completely as respects its whole. . 


, tenor and compass ;” Cornelius a Lapide: “ut compleam praedicationem 

quam coepit, Christus ;” Vitringa, Storr, Flatt, Bahr: rAypoiv has 
after “191 the signification of the simple docere; Huther: it means cither 
to diffuse, or (as Steiger also takes it) to “realize,” to introduce into the 


life, inasmuch as a doctrine not preached is empty ;? de Wette: to. 


“execute,” the word of God being regarded either as a comission or 
(comp. Heinrichs) as a decree; Estius and others, following Theodoret: 
“ut omnia loca impleam verbo Dei” (quite at variance with the words 
here, comp. Acts v. 28); Fritzsche, ad Rom. IT. p. 275; to supplement, 
namely, by continuing the instruction of your teacher Epaphras. Others, 


inconsistently with what follows, have explained the Adyoc r. Osos to- 


mean the divine promise (“partim de Christo in genere, partim de 
vocatione gentium,” Beza, comp. Vatablus), in accordance with which 
" wayp. would mean exsequi. Chrysostom has rightly understood 7. 4éy. 1. 
Gcod of the gospel, but takes rAypdoa, to which he attaches ci¢ bpic, as 
meaning: to bring to full, firny faith (similarly Calvin)}—a view justified 
neither by the word in itself nor by the context. 

Ver. 26. Appositional more precise definition of the Adyog rob Oevi, and 


miller, and others. Itis well said by Corne- dit.” Similarly Bengel: “ad omnes perdu- 
linus a Lapide: “in damo Del, quae est eecle- cere; P. ubiqne ad summa tendit.” - 


sia, Sum oeconomns, ut dispensem ... bona “Ina similar artificial fashion, emptying’ 


et dona Dei domini mei.”* Comp. on 11 Cor. 
iv. 2. 

i Comp. Erasmus, enire also Calovins, 
who rightly says:. “Nimirum inpletur ita 
verbum on ratione sui ceu imperfectum, sed 

ratione heminum, cum ad plures sese diffun- 


my 


the purposely chosen expression of ifs mean- 
ing, Hofmann comes ultimately to. the bare 


sense: “to proclaim God's word,” ‘asserting 
that the word is a faet, and so he who Pre: 
claims the fact Fis it. : 


ee 


ntinaraeniRas cna 


Sr neeanear eo rem: 
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THE EPISTLE OF ‘PAUL, ‘To THE COLOSSIANS. 


that as regards its ai ‘etenta- A ‘to TO pmvoTiploy K,T.A. [Xxx e.| the 


deerce of redemption, hidden from. eternity in God, fulfilled through Christ, 
and made known through the gospel, see on Eph. i. 9. It embraces the 


Gentiles also; and this is a special part of its nature that had been veiled 


(see Eph. iii. 5), which, however, ig not brought into prominence till ver. 
27. Considering the so frequent treatment of this idea in Paul's writings, 
and its natural correlation with that of the yraéee, an acquaintance with 


the Gospel of Matthew (xiii. 11) is not. to be inferred here (Holtzmann)2— 


amd tov alavur «. ard tév yevedv] This twofold description, as also the repeti- 


tion of ax, has solemn emphasis: from the ages and from the generations. 


The article indicates the ages that. had evisted (since the beginning), and 


the generations that have lived. As to ard tay atéver, comp. on Eph. iii. 


9. Paul could not write xpd ray aldv,, because while the divine decree. 


was formed prior to all time (1 Cor. i, 7; 2 Tim. i. 9), its concealment is not 
conceivable before the beginning of the times and generations of mankind, 
to whom it remained unknown. Expressions such as Rom. xvi. 25, xpdvorg » 


dwviow? and Tit. i, 2 (see Huther in loc), do not conflict with this view. 


view which is quite unjustifiably imported from Eph, iii. 5 


and Tt. yevedr does not occur elsewhere in the N.T.; but comp. Acts xv. 
21. The two ideas are not to he regarded as synonymous (in opposition 
to Huther and others), but are to be kept separate (¢imes—men). [XXX f.] 
—ruvi dé édavepatiy] A transition to the finite tense, occasioned by the im-_ 
portance of the contrast. Comp. on i. 6. Respecting vur/, see on ver, 21. 
The gavépwore has taken place differently according to the different. sub-_ 
jects; partly by amoxdampe (Eph. iii. 5; 1 Cor. ii. 10), as in the case of 
Paul himself (Gal. i. 12,15; Eph. iii. 8); partly by preaching Gv. 4; Tit. i. 
8; Rom. xvi. 26); partly by both. The historical realization (de Wette; 


‘comp. 2 Tim. i. 10) was the antecedent of the gavépucic, but is not here 


this latter itself, which is, on the contrary, indicated by roig dylow. avrod as 
a special act of clearly manifesting communication.—roi¢ dylowg abroi| 4. e. 


not: to the apostles and prophets of the N. T. (Flatt, Biihr, Bolimer, Steiger, 


Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, following Estius and older expositors, 
and even Theodoret, who, however, in¢ludes other Christians also),—a 
# whence also 
Tt refers to the 
The mystery was indeed announced to all (ver. 28), 


the reading’ aroordAoe (instead of dyioc) in F G has arisen. 
Christians generally. 


but was made manifest only to the believers, who as such are the «Ayrol 





1 Just as little grownd is there for tracing 
Kare 7a dvTdAwara K.7.A.; ini. 22, to Matt. xv. 















An fi syte. Matte xiii, 22; and in other in- 
istanices,. The author, who matiifests so much 


and expression. . : 
2 According to Holtzman, indeed: Pp, 309 f, 
the sees of the ieee to the Romans i is 





93 ot xparay, in ii. 19, to, Matt. vii. 3,4; amdry, - 


liyely:copiotsness of language, was certainly 
not.thus confined and Pepetens in thought me 


_tempted to be proved. by the. tones (quite 


Pauline, however) which Rom. xvi. 15-27 has 
in common with Col. i. got; Eph. iii 20, 008.9, 
10, ¥. 21; and-in support of it an erroneous ins, 
terpretation -af dia “ypadar | peeRT Ue: in 


: Rom. Xvi. 26, is invoked. 


“8 Holtzmann .also, p.. 49, would, have the 


a apostles thought of “first of. all.” The -tre- 
 gemblancesto Eph: iii.3, 4 do not postulate the 
similarity: of -the «conception, thronghout. : 
_ This would assume a mechanical. process of 
~ thought, which could not be proved. 

















CHAP. Be 27 4 259 
ayo belonging to God, ‘Rom. i, , viii, 30, ix: 28 f) Huther roe desires 
to leave reic ayia indefinite, Mite ‘the yvoripir, so far as it embraced 
the Gentiles also, had not ecorne to be known to many Jewish-Christians. 
But, apart from the fact that the Judaists did not misapprehend the desti- 
nation of redemption for the Gentiles in itself and generally, but only the 
direct character of that destination (without a transition through Judaism, 


Acts xv. 1, e al. ), the égavepaty roig dying abrod is in fact a sunumury asser-. 
~ tion, whieh4 is to be construed a potiori, and does not cease to be true on 


account of exceptional cases, in which the result was not actually 
realized. 
Ver. 27. [XXX g.]. Not exposition of the épavep. roig. dy. abrod, since 


the yrepica has for its object. not the pvorfpiov itself, but the glory of the . 
latter among the Gentiles. In reality, alc subjoins an onward mnovement of . 


the discourse, so that to the general rd pworfpiov isanepOn role dy. abrod a 
particular element is added: “The mystery was made manifest to His 
saints,—to them, to whom (quippe quibus) God withal desired especially to 
make known that, which is the riches of the glory of this mystery among 
the Gentiles.” Along with the general édavepafty roig dyiow abrod God had 
this special definite direction of His will. From this the reason is plain why 
Paul. has written, not simply ol¢ éyrdépicev 6 Orde, but olg HOédecev 6 Oede 
yvopioa, The meaning that is usually discovered in 76éAqoer, free grace, 
and the like (so Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin, Beza, and many others, 
including Bihr, BGhmer, de Wette; Huther is, with reason, doubtful), is 
therefore not the aim of the word, which is also not intended to express 
the joyfulness of the announcement (Hofmann), but simply and solely the 


idea: “He had a mind.”—yrwpica] to make known, like édavepdOy, from 


which it differs in meaning not essentially, but only to. this extent, that 
by égavep. the thing formerly hidden is designated as openly displayed 
(Rom. i. 19, it. 21, xvi..26; Eph. v.18, ef ad), and by yrwpiow that which 


was formerly unknown as brought to knowledge! ‘The latter is not related 


to édavep., either as a something more (Biihr: the making fully acquainted 


with the nature); gr as its result (de Wette); or as entering more into 


detail (Baumgarten-Crusins); or as making aware, namely by experience 
(Hofmann).—ri rd wAodroc rie SéEn¢ K.7.2.] what is the riches of the glory of 


this mystery among the Gentiles, i. e. what rich fullness of the glory contained in 


this mystery exists among the Gentiles,—since, indeed, this riches consists in 
the fact (é¢ gore), that Christ is among you, in whom ye have the hope of 
glory. In order to a proper interpretation, let it be observed: (1) ri oceu- 
pies with emphasis the place of the indirect 6, 7,2 and denotes “ quae sint 
divitiae”’ as regards degree: how great and unspeakable the riches, ete. 
Comp. on Eph. i. 18, ii. 18. The text yields this definition of the sense 


from the very connection with the quantitative idea rd xAadro¢. (2) All the 


substantives are to. be left in their full solemn force, without being 


resolved into ae ece tes (Erasmus, Luther, and many others: the glorious 


i 


"4.Gomp. Roth x xvi. 26, ix. 22; Eph. 1.9, i113, 2See Poppo, ad Xen. Cyrop. i. 2.10; Kthner, 


‘5,10, vi 19; Luke ii. 15, et.al, Sight oat! “ad Mom. i115. Winer, p. 158 f [E. T. 168], > 
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“riches; Beza: “ divitiae slotioed hujus mysterii io Fg 6) AS ric. Sie 18 
~ governed by 13° a2obroc, so also is tod prorgpiov governed by rie dds, and 
év roie 26v, belongs to the ! govt which i is to be supplied, comp. Eph.i.18. (4) 
“According to the context, the dég¢ cannot be anything else (see immedi- 
ately below, } éAnte ric ats) than the Messianie glory, the glory of the 
kingdom (Rom. viii, 18, 21 2 Cor. iv. 17, e. al.), the glorious blessing of 
the KAgpovopia (comp. ver. 1 12), which before the Parousia (Rom. viii. 80; 
Col. iii.8 £) is the ideal (4ric), but after it is the realized, possession of 
believers. Hence it is neither to be taken in the sense of the glorious 
- effects generally, which the gospel produces among the Gentiles (Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, and many others, including Huther, comp. Dalmer), 
nor in that specially of their conversion from death to life (Hofmann), 
whereby its glory is unfolded. Just as little, however, is the défa of God 
meant, in particular His wisdom and grace, which manifest themselves 
_. objectively in the making known-of the. mystery, and realize themselves _ 
subjectively by moral glorification and by the hope. of eternal glory (de 
. Wette), or the splendor internus of true Christians, or the bliss of the latter 
combined with their moral dignity (Bbhmer). (6) The genitive of the sub- 
ject, rod pworgpiov robrov, defines the déga as that contained in the pearipioy, 
previously unknown, but now become manifest with the mystery that has 
-been made known, as the blessed contents of the latter. Comy. ver. 238: 
éari¢ tov ebayyediov. To take the déga as attribute of the mystery, is forbid- 
den by what immediately follows, according to which the idea can be 
none other than the familiar one of that glory, which is the proposed aim 
of the saving revelation and calling, the object of faith and hope (in oppo- 
sition to Hofmann and many others); iii. 4. Comp. on Rom. v. 2.—év roig 
iveow} [XXX h.] gaiverac d8 év krépoce, woAAG dk wAéov tv robrow 4 ody 
tod pvarypiov défa, Chrysostom. “Qui tot saeculis demersi. fuerant in 
‘morte, ut viderentur penitus desperati,” Calvin.—i¢ éore Apiorie év tiv’ 
“ Christus. in gentibus, sammum. illis temporibus paradoxon,” Bengel. 
According to a familiar attraction (Winer, p. 157 [E. T. 166]), this éc 
applies to the previous subject rd wAcirog rie SéEne TQp por. T., and intro- 
duces that, in which this riches consists. Namely: Christ among you,—in 
this it consists, and by this information is given at the same time how gret 
it is (ri gor). Formerly they were yopic Xporod (Eph. ii. 12) ; now Christ, : 
~ who by His Spirit reigns in the hearts of believers (Rom. viii. 10; Eph. 
iii. 17; Gal. ii. 20; 2 Cor. iii. 17, ef al.), 2s present and active among them. 
The proper reference of the relative to rd wAobrog x.r. Any and also the cor- 
eet connection of éy buiv with Xporée (not with 4 dmc, as Storr and 
Flatt think), are already given by Theodoret and Oecumenius (comp. also 
a Theophylact); Valla, Luther, Calovius, and others, including Béhmer and. 
Bleek, whereas Hofmann, instead of closely connecting Xpiatd¢ dy ti», 
makes this. &v tpi depend on. éori, whereby. the thoughtful and striking 
“presentation of the fact: “ Christ ginong the Gentiles” 7 is mubouks reason 


: : Aclirpsdetoms aptly rémiarka' ceuvins ets oy oes april lg Comp: Calvin: “magnilo- 
“Kat Gyxoy érélqner dnd roAAijs Suabicews, i QUuUSs $ est in’  epolenda: evangelil dignitate.” os 
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put in the background, and év ip becomes superfluous. Following the 
Vulgate and Chrysostom, ¢ is frequently referred to rod puoryp. tobrov: 
“this mystery consists in Christ’s being among you, the Gentiles,” Huther, 
comp. Ewald. The context, however, is fatal to this view; partly in gen- 
eral, because it is not the mystery itself, but the riches of its glory, 
that forms the main idea in the foregoing; and partly, in particular, 
because the way has been significantly prepared for é¢ gore through ri, 


while év éxiv corresponds! to the év toic évecw referring to the wdAocioc, 


and the following 7 éAmic rig dé5y¢ glances back to the wdoire¢ rie 66Ey¢— 
Xpioré¢] Christ Himself, see above. Neither 7 rod X.: yrdae (Pheophy- 


lact) is meant, nor the doctrine, either of Christ (Grotius, Rosenmiller, and. 


others), or about Christ (Flatt). On the individualizing iyiv, although the 
relation concerns the Gentiles generally, comp. twas in ver. 95. “Accom- 
~modat ipsis Colossensibus, ut efficacius in se agnoscant,” Calvin. iAric 
rie déEnc] characteristic apposition (comp. ili. 4) to Xpcoréc, giving infor- 
mation how the Xpard¢ év éuiv forms the great riches of the glory, ete. 
among the Gentiles, since Christ is the hope of the Messianic défa, in Him 


is given the possession in hope of the future glory. The emphasis is on 7 


éaric, in Which the probative element lies.? 

Ver. 28. Christ was not proclaimed by all in the definite character just 
expressed, namely, as “ Christ among the Gentiles, the hope of glory ;” other 
teachers preached Him in a Jucdaistic form, as Saviour of the Jews, amidst 
legal demands and with theosophic speculation. Hence the emphasis with 
which not the simply epexegetic év (Erasmus and others), but the queie, 
which is otherwise superfluous, is brought forward ;* by which Paul has 

meant himself along with Timothy and other like-minded preachers to 
the Gentiles (we, on our part), This emphasizing of jucic, however, requires 
the é» to be referred, to Christ regarded in the Gentile-Messianie character, 
precisely as the quei¢ make Him known (comp. Phil. i.17f), thereby 
distinguishing themselves from others; not to Christ generally (Hofmann), 
in which case the emphasizing of queic is held to obtain its explanation 
only from the subsequent clause of purpose, a rapacr. x.7.4.—The 
specification of the mode of announcement vorferodyrec and diddoxovrec, 
admonishing and teaching, corresponds to the. two main elements of the 
evangelical preaching yeravoeire and morebere (Acts xx. 21, xxvi. 18; Rom. 
iii. 3 ff; Mark 1.15). Respecting the idea of vovfereivy, see on Eph. vi.-4. 
It occurs also joined with dddcx. in Plato, Legg. viii. p. 845 B, Prot. p. 823 


tHenee alsa to be rendered not in vobis finds the use of the plural disturbing, and 
(Luther, Bohmer, Olshausen), but inter vos. . the whole verse tantological as coming after 
The older writers.combated the rendering in ver. 25. It is difficult, however, to mistake 
“gobis from opposition to the Fanatics. the full and solemn style of the passage, to 


So ec ESOS LEIP TEL BEETLE OE EEE OED TEASE SEALER ELE ED LETS IO ODE 


-£Compare onthe subject-matter, Rom. vill. 
24: TH oyap eAmi&su doHOnuer, and the contrast 
-gdmi8a wy éxoures in Eph. ii. 12; 1 Thess. iv. 
318; and on the conerete expression, 1 Tim. i. 
1; Ignat. Eph. 21; Magnes. 11; Eeclus, xxxi 
14; Thue, til 57.4; Aesch. Ch, 236. 776. 


8 Without due reason, Holtzmann, p. 153, . 


which also the thrice repeated wdvra dvOpurov 
belongs. 
£In ili. 16 the two words stand in the inyerse 


‘order, because there it is not the .weravoeiy 


preceding the riatts, which is the aim of the 
vovOecia, but mutual improvement. on the 
part of believers, 
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by méans of every wisdon. (comp. iii. 16) which we bring to bear thereon. 
It is the wae of the process of warning and teaching, comp. 1. Cor. iii. 10, 
in which no sort of wisdom remains unemployed. The fact that Paul, 
in 1 Cor. i. 17, comp. ii. 1,4, repudiates the copia Adyov in his method of 
teaching, is not—taking into consideration the sense in which cogia there 
occurs—at variance, but rather in keeping, with the present assertion, 
which applies, not to the wisdom of the world, but to Christian wisdom in 
its manifold forms—The thrice repeated wévru GvOpwrov [XXX 7] in 
opposition to the Judaizing tendency of the false teachers) “ naximam 
habet devéryra ac vim,” Bengel. The proud feeling of the apostle of the 
world expresses itself—iva wapaorjo. x.7.4.] The purpose of the dv «jpeic 
xarayyéddouev down to cogie. This purpose is not in general, that man 
may so appear (Bleck), or come to stand so (Hofmann), but it refers, as in 
ver. 22, and without mixing up the conception of sacrifice (in opposition 
to Bahr. and Baumgarten-Crusius), to the judgment (comp. on 2 Cor. iv. 
14), at which it is the highest aim and glory (1 Thess. ii. 19 f) of the 
apostolic teachers to make every man come forward rédewv év X. "Ev Xpiorp 
contains the distinguishing specialty of the reAedrye, as Christian, which is” 
not based on anything outside of Christ, or on any other clement than 
just on Him. It is perfection in respect of the whole Christian nature ; 
. not merely of knowledge (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and others, including 
a Béhmer), but also of life. Moreover, this év X. is so essential to the 


Theophylact, and others). Theophylact, however (comp. Chrysostom), 


avopwrov; val, onoty tobTo oroudddoper’ cl dé joy yévyTat, avdéy mpage yuag. 
Ver, 29. On the point of now urging upon the readers their obliga- 
tion to fidelity in the faith (ii. 4), and that from the platform of the 
personal relation in which he stood towards them as one unknown 
to them by face (ii. 1), Paul now turns from the form of expression 
embracing others. in common with himself, into which he had glided at.ver. 
98 in harmony with its contents, back to the individual form (the first 
- person. singular), and asserts, first of all, in connection with ver. 28, that 
for the purpose of the rapacrgoa x.7.A. ( cig 6, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 10) he also 
gives himself even toil (xoma, comp. Rom. xvi. 6, 12;.1 Cor. iv. 12), striving, 
-ete.—xai] also, subjoins the «omy. to the karayyéadew «7.4, in which he 
. subjects himself also to the former ; itis therefore aungmentative, in harmony 
‘ with the climactic progress of the discourse; not a mere equalization of 
_ the aim and the striving (de Wette), Neither this sai, nor even the 
transition to the singular of the verb,—especially since the latter is not 


: lL Which “Hofmann groundlessly: calls in ‘Exactov (Acts xx. 381), or through the addition 


oH 1.Calvin hits the: thonght properly s, ud 


_ “every one singly and severally.” ‘This is gr 
sine exceptione totus mundus ex mé discut” 





D, Apol. p. 264A; Dem. 130. 2.—é» bon copie] belongs to vouler, and siddon.: 


matter, and so current with the apostle, that there is no ground for finding. . 
in it an opposition to a doctrine of the law and of angels (Chrysostom, 


rightly observes regarding the entire clause of purpose: ri Aéyers ; wave - 


_question, finding in méyra,dvOpwroy the idea: — of ‘a0’ Eva, or otherwise ; comp. also 1 'Thess.. 


RUSSIAN ENetaem aioe 
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emphasized a the addition of an ‘yd, —can justify the Gerrenin of 
Hofmann, according to which’ ei¢ 6 is, contrary to. its position, to be 
attached to dywm{éuevoc, and xomg isto mean: “I become weary and fuint” 
(comp. John iv. 6; Rey. ii. 8, and Diisterdieck in loc.). Paul, who has often 
impressed upon others the yy éxxaxeiy, and for himself is certain of being 
more than conqueror in all things (Rom. vill. 87; 2 Cor. iv. 8, e al.), can 
hardly have borne testimony about himself in this sense, with which, 


moreover, the adyavigecta: in the strength of Christ is not consistent. In his 


case, as much as in that of any one, the vi« éxomiacac of Rev. ii. 3 holds 
good. —ayontduevor] Compare 1 Tim. iv. 10. Here, however, according 
to the context, ii. 1 ff, the inward striving (comp. Luke xiii. 24) against 
difficulties and hostile forces, the striving of solicitude, of watching, of 
mental and emotional exertion, of prayer, etc., is meant; as respects 
which Paul, like every regenerate person (Gal. v. 17), could not be raised 
above the resistance of the cdpf to the wveiye ruling in him.! It is not; 
“tot me periculis ac malis objicere” (Erasmus, comp. Grotius, Estius, 
Heinrichs, Bihr, and others), which oudward struggling, according to Flatt, 
de Wette, I Baumgarten- -Crusius, and others, should . understood along 
with that inward striving; ii. 1 only points to, the latter; comp. iv, 12— 


xara rip évépysiay x.7.2.] for Paul does not contend, amid the labors of his — 


office, according to the measure of his own strength, but according to the 
‘effectual working of Christ (airot is not to be referred to God, as is done by 
Chrysostom, Grotius, Flatt, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others), which 
uorketh in him. Comp, Phil. iv. 18. How must this consciousness,. at 
once so humble and confident of victory, have operated upon the readers 
to stir them up and strengthen them for stedfastness in the faith !—riw 
évepyouu.] is middle; see on 2 Cor. i. 6; Gal. v.6; Eph. iii. 20, The modal 
definition to it, év duvdye, mightily (comp. on Rom. i. 4), is placed at the 
-end significantly, as in 2 Thess. i. 11; it is groundlessly regarded by 
Holtzmann as probably due to the interpolator. 


w 


Nores py American Eprror. 
XXII Vv. 1-2. 


(a) The presence of the word drécrodo¢ here, as contrasted with its absence in 
the salutation of the letter to the Philippians, may be accounted for in connection 
with the fact that Paul had not ever visited Colossae, while with the Philippian 
Church he had long been on terms of very close friendship. The use of the simple 
word dovaoe as including the two names in Phil. and the designation of Timothy 
by the word. adeAgé¢ here, may, perhaps, be explained in the same way. (See 
* -also note I. on Phil. i. 1, 2—(6) That ayiog is here used as a substantive, is 

_ rendered probable by the fact that it is evidently thus used in Eph. i, 1—that 
Ep. having been written. at the same time with this one. As to the meaning of 


Rare ete believing or faithful, the prgament presented by Meyer against the . 


v 


vk Comp, Chrysostom: kal obx amas orou- ‘jevos BETA TOAARS Ths rrousys,, pera TOAAIs tis 
Baga, p sad abdeé as ‘eruxer, dana koma dyumgée aypumvias, : 


catia 


ASN 


siecsherie ne pS OSS SNES 





















































gnifeation: (that i it is only the Christian standing of the readers that the 
ostle describes in the superseriptions of the Epistles) is worthy of consideration. 
‘The argument which Lightf. urges against the former meaning, on the other hand, 
(that the epithet would add nothing which is not already contained in dy. and adeA4.), 
is not decisive; for, as Meyer says of the addition of év yp., though hardly neces- 
sary in itself, the word is quite in harmony with the formal character of the Pauline 
addresses. Certainly, the Apostle does notanywhere, in his other salutations, single 
out the stedfast members only, as Lightf. supposes him to do here. If the word 
means faithful in this passage, it is, no doubt, applied to all the church. But not 
‘improbably it means believing —(c) In Eph., Paul addresses roig dyiouw roig obouw & 
’Eg. nab wioroic¢; in Phil., roi¢ dyiow roig ovacy év, &.; here, toig év. K. dylote Kal wio- 
-qoi¢ ad. .We can scarcely doubt that he has the same idea of the kindred words 
in the different cases.. It is noticeable, also, that év Xpior@ is connected in Eph. 
with moroic, and in Phil. with dyiow, which may have some bearing upon the 
question of the connection here.—(d) The omission of the words kai xupiov "I Xp., 
which are found in T. R. and in 8 A Cand some other authorities, is favored by 
- the best recent comm. and textual critics. If these words are omitted, the saluta- 
tory address in this part of it—the prayer for grace and peace to rest upon the 
readers—differs not only from the salutations of Eph. and Phil, which.are so 
similar to it in other respects, but from those of all the other Pauline Epp., in that 
the name of God the Father alone is used. 


XXIV. Vv. 3-8. 


(a) The use of the singular evyapiord in Phil. may readily be explained by a 
desire on the Apostle’s part to express his own. thankfulness asa personal friend; _ 
the plural used here is natural, as there was no such peculiar personal relation.’ 
It is doubtful, however, whether we are, in all cases, to ask for a special reason for 
such variations of expression in different epistles. Comp. e.g. 1 Cor,and 1 Thess., 

_. in both of which Paul addresses the church in the name of one or more companions, 
~ as well as in his own, yet employs the singular of this verb in the former and the 
.: pluralin the latter. It will be noticed, however,—in this Ep., as in all the others,— 
that when emphatic exhortations or authoritative directions are given, the singu- 
~~ lar is always used.—(b) The position taken by Meyer with regard to the connection 
‘of mavrore with edy. is probably, yet not certainly, correct... His view respecting 
_ wept tye is less probable.. If, (joining tévrore with evy.), we unite these words with 
-'* mposeuy., it seems to give them an undue emphasis. The participle is, rather, to 
be taken absolutely, as by Lightf., and as equivalent toa our prayers. The pro- 
gress of the thought from thanksgiving in prayers for what had been attained Ly 
_ the readers (ver. 3.) to prayer on. their behalf for future attainments (ver. 9), is 
- Similar to what we find in Phil. (i. 3£9f.)—(c) dxoboavree tiv xiotw x... This 
clause evidently contains the ground of the thanksgiving; but whether in such a 
way that dobo. is to be regarded as a causal participle, is doubtful. The fact that 
. the participle i is in the aorist tense, (as contrasted with the present in Philem. 5), 
~and the words 4¢' 7¢ juEépac teoboauer in-ver 9 favor very strongly the view that — 
the meaning is having heard, i.e. after having heard. Comp. Eph..i. 15—(d) As to 
the construction of da rip Anida, the following points may be noticed :—(1). éamida, 
al ‘ph which ‘follows, is here equivalent to the thing er 
‘hoped for, Be ‘thus ees: not stand in tha axadh parallelism with, faith and love, | 











NOTES foes ggg 


which we find in 1 Cor, xiii. 13; si Thess. i iy 3: (2) this hoped for thing is made 
prominent as that which the re dere had heard ‘Wien the gospel was proclaimed to 
them; (8) the gospel is referred to (ver. 6) especially in respect to its fruit-bearing 
power; (4) this fruit in the lives of the readers, so far as it is presented in these 
verses, consists in faith and love; (5) the faith and love, therefore, which are the 
fruit.of the ézic, rather than the éAzi¢ itself, are the ground of the Apostle’s 
thankfulness. These considerations are sutiicient in themselves to make it prob- 
able that the writer intended to connect dca 7. éAr. «.7.4., with the words immedi- 
ately preceding, and not with evy.. The reasons given by Meyer, when added to . 
these, show this construction to be almost certainly the correct one. It seems 
better, however, to connect these words with both siarcy and dydrqv, than with 
aydaryv alone as Meyer does, because both faith and love are the fruits—(e) tpo7- 
Koveare is regarded by Ell, Alf, Lightf,, Eadie, Rid., and others as meaning heard 
formerly or in the earliest proclamation to them of the gospel; by Huther. and 
others, as meaning before the writing of the present letter; by Grimm, Blk., de W., 
Olsh., and others, as having a sense similar to that given by Meyer. The verb does 
not occur elsewhere in the N.T. The use of the word in other authors favors 
Meyer's view.—(f) The description of that which had been preached to them as 
the word of the truth of the gospel, and of the gospel as everywhere bearing fruit 
and increasing, and the allusion to their having known the grace of God in truth, 
are peculiar elements in this earlier part of the introductory passage. The prayer 
in the later part (vv. 9-14) refers apparently to the same things—“ bearing fruit 
and increasing in the knowledge of God,” “who delivered us, ete... . the forgive- 
ness of our sins.” We may, accordingly, believe that these ideas were suggested . 
to Paul’s mind in connection with the condition of things in Colossae, and that he — 
intended to contrast the truth of the gospel as related to grace and forgiveness, in 
this Epistle as in that, to the Galatians, with the doctrines held by persons of whom 
he speaks in later chapters, The contrast, however, is not set forth in these _ 
verses as definitely as in Gal. It is hinted at, rather than expressed. The sug- 
gestion of the teachings of the heretics is only incidental, and probably designedly | 
so; the main purpose being to commend, with thanksgiving, the Christian develop- 
ment of the Church—(g) The «at before éoriv xaptopopotevoy which Meyer reads: 
(see his textual note) is rejected, on the authority of the oldest MSS., by Tisch. 8th 
ed., Treg, W. & H., Alf, and others, and is an insertion of the copyists, probably, 
for the purpose of simplifying the construction of the sentence. The insertion is — 
more easily accounted for in this way than the omission, though Meyer claims the 
opposite. Whether we read xa/, however, or not, there can be little doubt that the 
substance of the Apostle’s thought is this:—that the gospel had come to and was 
still abiding with them, with that growing and fruit-bearing power which it had 
in all. places which it reached,—that it had had this power ever since the day 
when they first heard its message. The insertion or omission of the «ai will only 
affect the question of the particular way in which the thought is set forth, as 
Meyer explains in his foot-note page 211.—(h) The correspondence of ver. 7 with 
ver. 6. makes it altogether probable that Epaphras was the founder of the Colos- 
sian church. If trép qudv (not tudv), which has the weight of MSS. authority in 
its favor, is the true text, Epaphras must have been an assistant of Paul, who 
preached the gospel in Colossae for him and in his stead. Tisch. agrees with 
‘Meyer in reading tuav.. W.and H,, Treg. Alf. read quav.—(i) In his 3d ed. 
Meyer says, with de W., Olsh., and others, that r7v. tuav aydrqv refers to the love 


















































] ein i the love of ihe Colosstans : 


to ade’ “Epaphras, assigning as his reason | for his ch: ge of view the emphatic 
 péattien of ivav.. Had the Apostle meant this love for Epaphras, however, he 
“would hardly have left the expression in so general a form. The English | comm. 
of recent date generally agree with Meyer's. 3d ed. (so. ELL, Lightt, Alf, Eadie, 


_mannand Huther. Blk. urges, “with some force, that, if the allusion were to ver, 4, 
faith, as well as love, would be mentioned. He urges, also, the opening words of 
. ver, 9, ded totro Kal qjusic, claiming that did r. is best explained as referring to this 

8th verse. It-is better, however, to take dud 7. as pointing to all which precedes (vy. 
3-8), because the idea of fruit-bearing, which is so prominent in these verses, is 


udp may, perhaps, be satisfactorily explained by understanding the words to mean 
~~ your love towards me. The general character of the expression and the absence of 
such. words as ic quads favor the reference to Christian love in general. 


XXY. Vv. 9-14. 


(a) As in Phil. i. 9 ff, the prayer here follows along the line of the  thankasty. 

_ ing, but it reaches out more widely as the writer thinks of the possibilities of 
» future growth, The introductory passages of the four epistles written while the 
-apostle was in Rome, though differing from one another in many points, have 

~ some marked common characteristicn, oe very a connection of thanksgiv- 
‘ing with prayer (Eph. i, 16; Col. i, 3; Philem. i, 4; Phil. i 8,4); the 
similarity and yet variety in the forms Penteeion nad in thus ean the 


persons: addressed (Eph., Col., Philem.,—love only, i in Phil, that church being 
-. peculiarly united in affection and friendship with himself); the designating of 
this faith as in the Lord Jesus (Eph. Col. Philem.), and of the love as towards 
* the saints (Col., Philem.; Eph. T. R., Tisch., Treg.); the prayer for their develop- 
“ment in knowledge éxiyvooe (Eph., Col., Philem, Phil.); the desire for their 
_ Increase in the fruits of Christian living, and the looking forward to the consum- 
“mation at the end; all these points indieste the same general thought and feeling 


“utterance. (b) The apostle prays, in Phil, that the love of the church may 
gore and more abound év émiyvdaee kad alobjoes unto the end of distinguishing 
between right and wrong; here, that the church may be filled with the éri;vwor¢ 
of God's will in all cone kat ovvéoer, For the connection of 7 OéAnua Ocod with 
Soxipdceny and dox. 7a dtagépovra, see Rom. xii. 2; ii. 18. Alotpow and civeoic 
_ are kindred words, the former denoting intelligence as connected with per ception, 

the latter, as connected with a putting together in the mind—“ bringing the out- 
“ward object into connection with the inward sense.” The knowledge.is here 

‘spoken of as “in all spiritual wisdom and understanding ; ” comp. Phil. i. 9, “in 








“dom and revelation in the knowledge of him.” And all was to be, Phil, i. 10, 11, to 
the end that they might be void of offence, being filled with the fruit of righteous- 








_ Rid, Farrar (Life of St. P.). W. and Wilk., however, the writer in Ell’sComm. for 
English Readers, and appy. the Bible (Speaker's) Comm. take the view of Blk., Hof- 


also. prominent in the passage beginning with ver. 9, The emphatic position of | 


“two; the allusion to the reports which he had heard of the faith and love of the | 


in the author’s mind, with which he is so filled that he is impelled to give them. 


‘knowledge and all discernment,” and Eph. i. 17 “ may give you the Spirit, of wis- 


male here, all was. to he, that they might mw Wier  worthily, of the ford: 40, all | 
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pleasing, in every good ork Heating fruit—(e) év ravri Epyy aya. is, with 
Meyer, to be joined to what follows. The two participles go together. In their 


living worthily of the Lord, they will in the sphere of good works both bear fruit 
and increase (grow in the life itself as they bear fruit), by means of their full- 
knowledge of God. Tisch. 8th ed., Treg., Lachm., W, & HL, Alf, read, with the 
best MSS., rH émcy vest, as against Meyer, who reads el¢ r#v ériy.—(d) The 
position of év rdaay 6 vvduet, together with the use of the adjective all, shows 
clearly a ‘designed par allelism with ¢» mavrt épy. ay. The strength or power 
referred to is moral power especially with respect to stedfast endurance and long- 
suffering,—that is, to characteristics of Christian living which are emphatically 
set forth in the N. T. writings. In the midst of the oppositions and persecutions 
to which the churches were, in those days, so much exposed, these virtues needed. © 
peculiar cultivation. The strength from God was largely demanded to this end, 
and the prayer might well be for the imparting of it in accordance with, and after 
the measure of, the power of God’s own glorious majesty.—(e) The connection of 
pera yapay with the preceding words, rather than with those which follow, is to 
be preferred, as bringing out the peculiar characteristic of Christian endurance— 
it is an enduring with joy, (comp, Rom.-v. 3)—(f)The simplest construction of 
éy 7@ wri is with Wypov. The light is the sphere within which the inheritance 
of the saints is found, as darkness is the sphere in which those who are outside of 
the kingdom of God live. To make the words instrumental, as Meyer does, takes 
¢¢ out of that relation of contrast to oxérog, which is suggested by the verses.— 
(yg) Light?f. says that éfouciac has here the sense of arbitrary jee or tyranny, and that 
“the transference from darkness to light is represented as a transference from an 
absolute tyranny, an éfoveia, to a well-ordered sovereignty, a seta. It is doubt- 


ful, however, whether this meaning of éfovefa can here be insisted upon, and this 
, ? Te ? 


peculiar sense does not, apparently, belong to. the word elsewhere in the N. T. 
Whether any such contrast between the two terms employed is intended by the 
writer is very questionable.—(i) Whether the “kingdom” is to be understood 
here (as Meyer claims it. must be everywhere), 2s meaning “nothing else than 
the Messiah's kingdom, the erection of which begins with the Parousia” (Meyer 
on Rom. xiv. 17), or whether this view is to be rejected, vv. 12-14, taken together, 
indicate that the apostle has in his thought a. present participation in the bless- 
ings and life of that kingdom, in some beginning of it, or in an anticipatory way 
at least, (comp. the aor. peréoryoev and the pres. éyopev). 


XXXVI. Vv. 15 ff 


(a) The bipartite arrangement of this passage adopted by Meyer seems to be the 
one which Paul had in mind—vv. 15-17, presenting Christ’s relation, as. Meyer 
expresses it, to God and the world; vv. 18-20, his relation to the Church; or, as 
Lightf. says, to the Universe, the Natural Creation, and to the Chureh, the new 
Moral Creation; or, perhaps better, to God, vv. 15-17, as viewed in connection 
with the Divine plan and work in the Natural Creation, and vv, 18-20 as viewed 
in connection with the Divine plan and work in the Moral Creation. This passage . 
is kindred with Eph. i, 20-23 and Phil. ii. 6-11, though somewhat more detailed in: 
its statements than either of these. It is worthy of notice that these more definite 


kc declarations respecting the ets of aie in which 1 Paul approaches very 
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nearly 6 the expressions of the Epistle to ae Hebrags: and the Geel of J ohn, 
oceur in the Epistles of this later epoch in the Apostle’s life. This fact is consist- 
ent with that progress of Christian thought and discussion which was naturally to 
be expected, Questions concerning the time of Christ’s. second coming and the 
fall establishment of the Messianic Kingdom, : and such as related to the right. way 
of entering into the Kingdom—whether through faith or works of the law,—must 
“have preceded those which arose from reflections on the Divine-human nature of 
' Christ, or from philosophical speculating as to the means by which the unseen 
God can come into connection with the world. Those who would demand of the 
NT. writers a declaration of the Divinity of Christ on every page mistake the 
order of growth in the thought and work of the earliest apostolic days. 

‘(b) As compared with the passages in Phil. and Eph. just alluded to, some 
points in these verses may be specially noticed :—(1) In Eph., the reference is 
exclusively to the exaltation of Christ in the future and His relation to the Church. 
In Phil, the humiliation of Christ in laying aside the vopd7 Seod, and in becoming 
a man and suffering death, is presented as preparatory to, and.as the ground of, the 

- fature exaltation. His existence in the form of God and equality with God are 
thus mentioned only incidentally to the main: purpose of the passage. Here, on 
the other hand, a more full and, as it were, dogmatic declaration is made, which 
finds its end in itself, and is doubtless intended to meet the false views of the 
errorists in Colossae. It becomes, in this way,a more definite theological state- 
ment in its form, if not in its suggestions—(2) In accordance with the main 
thought in each case, the reference to Christ's exaltation as above thrones, domin- 


His having been their creator, in Col. A corresponding thought may be found, 
perhaps, in the words of Phil. ver. 10, “that every knee should bow, of things in 
~ heaven, on earth and under the earth.’ These words are closely related to the 
expression “the name above every name,” which in Eph. is, in nearly the same 








etc). The bond uniting the three Epistles can scarcely fail to be observed.—(8) 
The headship of Christ as related to the Church as His body is declared both in 
Eph. and Col. ,But here again, as might naturally be suggested’ by the peculiar 
development of thought in the two Epistles, the position of Christ in the moral 
-_ereation is connected with, and founded upon, His position in respect to the natural 
‘creation in Col. only—(4) The connection in thought of Col. i. 20, with Eph, i710 
~ (and possibly with Phil, ii. 10 in the words “ things in heaven,” etc.). is indicated by 
the similarity of the expressions used.—(5) The several points of correspondence 
« suggest that the passages have, each one of them, a light to throw upon the others, 
~ and that. they may properly all be considered with care in the attempt to interpret 
them individually. 


_ declarations. respecting Christ, which have the form of propositions. Hence the 
_ present'tenses. They have a permanent truth, reaching forward and backward as 
far as the nature of the case allows with regard io each. The other verbs and 
clauses introduce the relations of time and succession. This form of declaration ig 


rs 


é. what. s the true noah of Christ, 













































ions, ete., is connected with the future triumph of His Kingdom, in Eph., but with 


form, attached to “authority, power, dominion ” (“and every. name that is named,” - 


(c) The principal statements of this passage in Col., in vy. 15 oT 18, who is the 
dmage of God; He is the head of the body, the church; who is the beanie J, ele. AYE. 


connected with the object which the Apostle has i in n view—to set forth, what Christ 














XXVIL Wy. 15-17. 


(a) Meyer (as also Weiss, Bib. Theol. N. 7. 2103. d.n.10, and others), sup- 
poses 6¢ gory sixay Tod Yeod to refer to the risen and exalted, not to the pre-exist- 
ent Christ. The ground of this supposition is that in vv..18, 14 Christ is spoken | 
of in His. relation to the work of redemption and the kingdom. This fact, how- 
ever, is not a decisive proof that. He must be spoken of only in the same way in 
all the clauses which follow those verses. At least, it does not prove, that, in 
describing the one who is thus related to the work of redemption, no statement 
can be made which applies to Him in His personality, and by its suggestion carries 
the mind beyond the limits of the present to the past. “We are not limited by the 
verses which precede, but must consider also the context which immediately 
follows, if we are seeking for the true idea of the author in using these words. - 
The correct view of the present tense here is, probably, that which is given in the 
preceding note. It is a permanent and descriptive present. Indeed, Meyer 
admits that the proposition is applicable to the past as well as the present, only 
that here it is used of the present alone. He says: “In virtue of the identity of 
His divine nature, the same predicates Lelong to the exalted Christ as to the 
Logos.” If we take his view, therefore, we may still affirm that there is in this 
passage an approximation to the Logos doctrine as contained in the Gospel of . 
John. Lightf says that the Logos idea “underlies the whole passage, though 
the term itself does not appear;” and, in some sense at least, we may hold this. to. 
be true. The difference between these verses (15-20) and the corresponding ones. 
in Eph. (i. 18 ff.) shows a wider range, in the. present passage, in the reference to 
Christ’s person and work. 

(b) If we consider 6¢ éorw eixdv rod Geo in its relation to the Person of 
Christ, and not as referring only to Him in His present exalted state, the corres- - 
pondence of the words of vv. 15-17 with Heb. i. 3 cannot fail to be noticed. 
With that verse on the one side and John i. 1~3 on the other, it must be supposed 
that Paul was moving near, or in, the same sphere of thought, and that he | 
declares Christ to be the image of God in some such deep meaning as that which 
is indicated by adxatyaoua tie SéEng Kat yapaxtip the broordcewe (Heb.), or even 
by 6 Adyog (John). Comp. the reference to the fact of creation through the Son 
both in Heb. and John, and the gépuv of Heb. i. 3, which, like cuvéorjxev of ver. 
17 in this passage, adds to the idea of creating, that of sustaining the universe. — 


“ The inference which may properly be drawn, as bearing upon this passage, from | 


Phil. ii. 6-8, whatever weight we may be justified in giving to it, tends to con-- 
firm this interpretation of the words here used. It may be added, that the em- | 
phatie rob aopdrov and the following phrase, rpmréroxog maone xricews, which is 
also, like. etxav, predicate of a¢ éorer, point towards the same conclusion; for the 
former expression, by its emphasis, suggests the idea of the unseen God as reveal- 
ing Himself, and the latter brings out distinctly the idea of pre-existence. - 

(c) With respect to the words mpurdrokog méong xricewc, it must be noticed :-— 
(1) that the Son, of whom this descriptive phrase is used, is set apart from created 
things by the clause év abt@ ixriody ra mavra; (2) that He is exalted above the 
highest created beings by ere Spivoe x.7.A.—(8) that all created things are said 
to be ele abrav, as they are said elsewhere to be for (ec) God the Father. In 
view of these points, as well as because the words connected with tpar. are méone 


erigewe, and not. thane Tig Kricewe, and. because the proof given that He is mpor, 
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‘ar.A, (Ort) is that all things were created év abr, the genitive «ricewe cannot be 
regarded as a partitive genitive, as if the Son were a part of the creation, but 
must he taken, with Meyer, as a genitive of comparison, or as Ell. says; of the 
point of view, or as Light. expresses it, “He stands in the relation of xpuréroxoe 
to all creation.”—(d) That the primary idea of mpwrdroxo¢, as here used, is that 
of priority in time—“ born. before every creature,” as Meyer says—is clearly ae 
gated by the original sense of the adjective; by the fact that the following dr. 
with its clause seems to suggest this meaning; and by mpd mdvrav of ver. 7 
The evidence that the Apostle designed here to include in the word itself the 
additional idea, which according to the O. T. usage it sometimes has, of exalta- 
tion as connected with the privileges and rights of the first-born son, is much less 
- direct. and manifest. That the idea of exaltation. is implied in the context, 
cannot be doubted; but, in respect, to the word, the most that.can be confidently 
affirmed is, that the sense of priority may be regarded as certainly belonging to 
it. in this place, while the other sense is only possible or probable.—(e) Whether 
we give the word the former signification only or add. the latter also, the thought 
of the writer is not-so much that of the origin of the Son as contrasted with the 
creation, as of His relation to the creation and exaltation above it as its creator. 
This adjective, as several writers suggest, is like yovoyemj¢ when applied to the 
Son, only it describes Him as existing before, and so able to bring into being, | 
created things, while povoy. refers to Him as related to the Father. So far ag 
origin is concerned, the word, if designed to express this idea, would imply a 
- complete difference between Him and the creation. He was not created. He 
was born of God, He is the only begotten Son. But these terms are probably 
employed as connected with the idea of His peculiar sonship, and not with refer- . 
ence to the mode of becoming Son, or to an eternal generation. 

(f) On the words & air¢, Lightf. remarks, “The use of év to describe Christ’s 
relations to the Church abounds in St. Paul, and more especially i in the Epistles 
to the Colossians and Ephesians. In the present passage, as in ver. 17, the same 
“preposition is applied also to His relations to the Universe.” He also says, “The 

Apostolic doctrine of the Logos teaches us to regard the Eternal Word as holding 
the same relation to the Universe which the Incarnate Christ holds to the Chruch, 

He is the source of its life, the centre of all its developments, the mainspring of 
~, all its. motions”. In these verses, the truth of this statement is seen in the 

earnestness of the Apostle’s effort—by means of emphasis, the use of universal 

expressions, repeated declarations of similar import, but slightly varied forms, 
combinations of words tending to set it forth—to express the idea of supremacy 
and dignity. All things were created in Him, and through Him, and: for Him, 
~ and in Him all things gabeist He is above them all and before them:all.. The 

“all things” cover the earthly and the heavenly, the visible and the invisible, 

the thrones and dominions and. principalities and powers. He is the i image of 
God, the inyisthle one. In and throngh Him alone, is everything accomplished 

which the erroncous teachers believed to be wrought throngh the intermedi: ite or 
"angelic beings.’ Not merely as first or. highest among these beings does He have 
“His place, but beyond them, i in’ aniore exalted sphere. They are all dependent 
on Him for the beginning an ontinuance of their hfe, es have no existence 
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of similar combinations of words elsewhere in Paul’s Epistles is generally to 
angelic, and not to earthly beings. It must be admitted, however, that this is not 
always the case, (see below).—(2) The intended allusion to the theories of the 
heretical teachers respecting angels, etc., points towards this understanding of the 
words.—(3) The emphasis of the setting forth of the exalted position of the Son, 
which seems evidently designed by the writer, is most striking, if this view is 
adopted. We find combinations of words corresponding with those of this verse 
in several places in Paul’s writings, but in more or less varied forms. In Eph. i. 
21 and this passage, the form is fourfold; in 1 Cor. xv. 24; Rom. viii. 88 (T. R.), ahs 
it is threefold; in Eph. iii. 10; Col. ii. 10,15; Tit. iii. 1, it is twofold. By com- : 
parison of these passages, we notice that they refer for the most part, to angelic 
powers, good (Eph. i. 21; Col. ii. 10; Rom. viii. 38), or bad (Eph. vi. 12; Col. ii. 
15); yetin Tit. iii. 1 the reference is to earthly magistrates (comp. duvayecg Rom. 
viii. 38, if the text which reads this word after yéA/ovra be adopted). In. 1 
Cor. xv. 24, the apostle is, not improbably, speaking of all powers, whether 
superhuman or human, including even death conceived of as a power. We may 
also notice that the arrangement of the words varies, in different cases, to some 
extent. Thus, in Eph. i. 21 we find apyije kat tSovoiag placed first in the fourfold 
list, while in Col. i. 16 these words are placed last. In Eph. vi. 12, again, they 
have the first place. Substitutions of one word for another also occur in some 
cases, aS in Eph. i, 21 duvduews takes the place of Fpdve in Col. i. 16; in Eph. vi. 12 
koouoxparopac is possibly used in a similar sense to that of each of the two words just 
mentioned, and to that of xupedrye in both of the other passages. In 1 Cor. xy. 24 we = 
find apyxiv, eovoiav, divauv; in Rom, viii. 38, dyyedor, dpyat, duvduec (TLR); oe 
in 1 Pet, iil, 22, ayyéAov, &ovody, dvvéyewv. It is difficult, under these circum- Bei Pah 
stances, to make any definite affirmations as to the precise distinctions in meaning eee 
of the several words, as thus used. The fact should he observed, however, that . 

4 wherever dav4 and éovaia occur, the latter word always follows dpy77, and that oe hd 
divayec, when occurring with either of the two, follows it, or, when occurring with = 
both, follows both. There would seem, therefore, to be some definiteness of order, 
or something connected with the words, which made it natural for the apostle to 
write them in this way. With the exception of 1 Pet. iii. 22, Luke xii. 11, and 
the scarcely parallel passage Luke xx. 20, where we find ti apy) Kal rH éovoig “ 
tod HyeLdvoc, these combinations are peculiar to Paul. . ad 

_(h) The introduction of the word abrég in ver. 17 cannot be satisfactorily 
accounted for, unless especial emphasis is laid upon it. Lightf. says that airée 
éorw of this verse exactly corresponds with éy® etuéi of John yiii. 58 (comp. Exod. 
iii. 14). He accordingly affirms that éer:y is not an enclitic in this place, but should - 
be accented éorey, W. & H. give it the accent. Commentators and textual 

editors in general, however, regard it as an enclitic, (so Tisch., Treg., Lachm., ELL, 
Mey., de W.).. Whatever may he held with regard to this point, the emphatic 
avré¢, the xpd wavrwr, and the ra wavta ... ovvéornxer, show His pre-existence and 
His superiority to created things. Had there not been an intention to make these 
ideas peculiarly prominent, no such repetition as that of this: verse and ver. 16 
could have been given. 


XXVIIL Vv. 18-90, 


(a) Ta the second pat of the statements with respect to the Son, vv. 18-20, the 
connection with. eae i, 20 is manifest. The forms of 2 ue in the two 
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cases, however, are somewhat different eres of the fact that, in . Eph, thie ee 
~passage is limited to what follows the resurrection of Christ, while here it covers 
also the pre-existent state. The declaration that He is the head of the Church is 
- placed at the beginning here, at the end in Eph. The headship is presented _ 
under different: forms of expression. In Eph., where the exaltation above all. 
authority and power, etc, and the subjecting of all things under Him, are set forth 
first, and the mention of the headship follows, the words are such as we might 
naturally expect—“ and Him He gave as head over all things to the Church which 
is His body.” Here, on the other hand, the headship is mentioned first, and the 
exaltation connected with it afterwards, Accordingly, we have here, as the open- 
~ ing words of the passage, “ And He Himself is the head of the body the Church,” 
and then the. statement “ who is the beginning, the first-born,” ete. In both 
cases, and most distinctly here, the word Head is connected with the application of 
‘the word body to the Church. It has, thus, a figurative sense, and the two passages 
accord with others in Paul’s writings in which the Chureh is called Christ’s body, 
and individual Christians members of His body. In Eph. i. 23, this figurative 
representation may be extended so far, that the body, the Church, is conceived of 
as that by which Christ (rod mAnpouuévov «.7.A.) is, as the head, filled up to the 
completeness of a man—the head and body making an entire man, To waAjpaya, 
in that verse, however, may have a different sense, according to some writers (e.g. 
see Meyer on Eph, i, 23), and may mean that which is filled by Christ (rob wAyp- 
ovu, being a genitive as if of the agent). Or, as some ‘take it, the plenitude of 
Christ’s graces being communicated to the Church, the latter becomes, in a certain 
sense, His fullness. 
(b) The fact of the co-ordinate bipartite arrangement of the entire passage (vv. 
~ 15+20) fayors the view that dp77 is not simply equivalent to and explained. by 
mpwrdroxoc, as Meyer holds, but that it contains the idea of source or beginning of 
the'spiritual creation—as, in the earlier verses, the Son is suid to be the agent in the 
natural creation. If apy is understood thus, mpwréroxoe «7.2. indicates the way in 
which He becomes the 4674.—(c) mporéroxog of ver. 18 has a certain parallelism 
with the same word in ver. 15, but the parallelism of the whole expression in the 
two verses is not complete. -This is proved by the form of expression, and also by 
the added clauses in the two cases. He is first-born from the dead, as having been 
Himself one of the dead; but He is not first-born of every creature, as being Him- 
self created. The writer himself has made the distinction clear by the very careful 
ordering of his phraseology.—(d) The final clause iva yévyrae év waawv airig rpureds 
“ gvindicates that the apostle has a progress of development in his mind—a progress 
_ from a beginning to a consummation,—and in this the rising from the dead and 
_ being head of the body, the Church, is an essential step. He moves forward in his 
- thought from the pre-existené state, before the creation of all things, to the final 
result, when the reconciliation of all things shall have taken place. This clause 
thus points to the eternal Divine purpose, which is in process of accomplishment. 
‘That this is the Divine purpose is proved by the following ére «7.2. (so. Meyer). 
 (e) The arguments presented by Meyer against the view of Ell, and. Ewald, 
a that riév 7d rAgpwpa is the subject of ebdéuyoev, are satisfactory, Lightf. urges, in 
addition, that, with eddécyoev, personification such. as would be required by that. 
view of x. 7. 72. would suggest personality.—(f ) As to the meaning of 7 rAjpaya, 
must, from all the indications of' the context, refer to God’s fullness, 7. ¢. that: by 
ich. He i is Alets ‘But whether We are to understand. ‘by. it, with Mey: the. 
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fallness of the Divine grace, or the fullness of the Godhead (Seéryroc ii, 9), it is’ 


more difficult to determine. In favor of the former supposition is the fact. that 
the clause which is co-ordinated with this (droxaradAdEas x.7.4.) vefers to the work 
of Divine grace, and the context, as far as ver. 28, deals with this subject. On the 
other hand, the latter view is favored by ii. 9, where t7¢ Gedr. is added; by the 
possible or probable allusion to the doctrines of the false teachers; and by what- 
ever evidence may exist that this. expression was a technical term meaning the 
fullness of Deity. There is possibly a sort of parallelism in thought between elsop 
tov Geo of ver. 15, as related to éxrioty év airo of ver. 16, and this expression 
with xaroijoat év avrg as related to axoxaradAdza ot airoi, Tf so, an additional 
ground for the second view may be found in this fact. The objection that Paul 
would hardly have omitted tij¢ Gedrytog when he first uses tAgpoua in the Epistle, 
if he had desired to have the expression thus understood, and this particularly in 
a passage where the reader’s thought might connect it with another idea, is one 
of considerable force. It must be borne in mind, however, that this is the only 


instance in the Pauline Epistles in which 7d zAgpouc occurs without a defining: 
. genitive, whatever may be its referertee or connection. The absence of such a 


genitive here is remarkable on any explanation of the meaning. It must also be 
remembered, that this is the Epistle in which the early beginnings of the Gnostic 
theories are most clearly indicated. On whichever side the probabilities of the 


meaning here may lie, there ean be no doubt in respect to 11.9. The Apostle’s. 


doctrine is, therefore, not dependent on this verse. The view of rd 74,, in the 
present passage, which refers it to the Divine grace is adopted by Meyer, AIf., 


. Eadie, de W., and others; that which makes it refer to the fullness of Deity, or 


of the nature of God, is maintained by ELL, Weiss, Bib. Theol. N. TZ, Lightf., Hu- 


ther, and others. Meyer’s claim that “it would be an witerly arbitrary course men- 
tally to supply here r7¢ Gedryroe,” cannot be sustained. No such affirmation can 
"properly be made on either side. 


(g) With respect to. asoxaradadza x.t.A. the following points should be con- 
sidered :—(1) The fundamenthl idea of the verb is reconciliation, a changing 
from enmity to friendship.—(2) This idea is confirmed in the present case by 
elpyvorotjoag «.t.A, of this verse; by the evident meaning of the verb in ver. 
21; and by dvrag. anna, cal éxSpot¢ (ver. 21) compared with auauoug x.7.A. (ver. 
22).—(8) The things in the heavens. must refer to, or at least they must include, 
the good angels, as is manifest fromm ver. 16. There seems, however, to be no 
possibility of applying the word reconcile, in its strict and proper sense, to these 
angels. The verb droxaradAdfat must therefore have, so far as it refers to them, 
a certain “elasticity” of meaning, as Meyer says—(4) The end in view of the 
reconciliation mentioned in ver. 21 is to perfect holiness in the reconciled per- 
sons—‘to present you holy and without blemish and unreprovable before 
him.’—(5) In Eph. i, 10, which, if not altogether parallel to the present passage, 
must be regarded as having some immediate connection with it in thought, the 
word dvaxepadamcacda is used in place of aroxaradAdfa. The former verb is 
not, indeed, equivalent in meaning to the latter, but is rather the sequel to it, as 
Mever says. Nevertheless, it may suggest the thought which is to be found in 
aon, so far as that verb has reference to the heavenly beings. In connection 
with the consummation of the work of Christ in overcoming the power of sin in 


_ this world, there may, not impossibly, be some exaltation in. holiness, and, not 


improbably, some. perfection of blessedness unknown before, secured to those 
48 : Ge ee 
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beings who have never sinned—(6) Whether 74 mdvra in this connection is to 
be understood as limited to intelligent beings, or as extended so as to cover the 
whole of that which exists (Meyer), or the totality of created things (EH.), is 
“somewhat doubtful. The universality of the neuter and the correspondence of 
the phraseology with ver. 16 favor the latter view. Such passages ag Rom. vill. 
1946; 2 Pet. iti. 13 may, also, furnish some support for it. On the other hand, 
it is clear that the following context refers only to persons (vv. 21 ff), and it is 
also evident that, at ver. 18, the general thought turns from the natural to the 
spiritual creation. The passagé in Eph, also, (i: 10) follows upon a line of 
thought which has reference to God’s purpose and work in redemption. 

(4) As to the meaning and extent of the reconciliation here spoken of—how 
far it is actually realized in the suhjective experience of individuals, and whether 
the idea of universal restoration or salvation is suggested—we may remark :—(1) 
Meyer claims that God is the subject, whose hostility is removed by the reconcili- 
ation, as in Rom. v.10, He asserts this on the ground of the universal ra. cavra 
~~all things that exist; it being impossible that the whole universe should be 
hostilely disposed: towards God. This ground would not be sufficient, of course, - 
if ra. wdvra refers to intelligent beings. According to this view the reconcilia- 
tion is viewed from the side of God and the Divine plan, as in all probability tt 
is in Rom. v.10 and 2 Cor, v. 18,19. If it be adopted, the universality may be. 
found in the provisions of the plan, rather than in its realized results. There is 

so much in this passage, however, which apparently points towards actual con-. 
summation, that we can hardly suppose the thought of this to have been absent 

from the writer’s mind, even if he was looking at the plan. The passages in 

Rom. and 2 Cor. are not parallel in this regard —(2) The realized result seems 

evidently to be referred to in vv. 21,22. It must be admitted, however, that this 

result may there be suggested in the other words, while axoxaraaa, may point 

more particularly towards the Divine side and the plan of redemption.—(3) It is 

worthy of notice that in this passage, and in the corresponding one in Eph., the 

statement of this universality is connected, in the surrounding context, with allu- 

“sions to those only who are in the Christian body. The same is true of Phil. ii. 

ae 10.. These declarations do not occur in any passage where the author's primary’ 
"purpose is, to show how universally the plan of redemption results in securing the 

salvation of individual men.—(4) It is not inconsistent with a reasonable view of 

~ either of the two passages in Eph. and Col,, or of the one in Phil, to suppose that 

- the writer leaves out of consideration the finally unbelieving portion of mankind 

“and the evil angels. Weiss (Bibl. Theol. N. T. Vol. ii. p. 109, n. 8 (Eng. Jr.) 

- says, “evil spirits and unbelievers, being incapable of final union to Christ, are, 

. dtis self-evident, left. out of aceount.”—(5) The intimations in the Pauline Epis- 

- tles, as well as elsewhere in the N. T., in regard to the ultimate fate and loss of 

unbelievers, must be allowed their proper influence in connection with these pas- 

sages, This is especially true, in view of what has already been said in the fore- 

going remarks——(6) The explanation of Weiss referred to above is more satisfac- 

tory than the elaborate one given by Meyer on page 242, because it can hardly 

be said with accuracy that, after the demoniac portion of the angelic world and 

the ‘unbelieving portion of mankind have been consigned to Gehenna, there will 
be no longer anything alienated from God and the object of His hostility... This 

‘ view either makes subjection i in. the case of these angels and men equivalent to 
ct neiliation, ‘Which, cannot . be: affirmed : or linia ra mdvra, as Meyer here - 
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apparently does, to the new heaven aaa new earth, which, to say the least, is a 


doubtful limitation. Td wévra in ver. 16, and again as connected with ver. 20, 
apparently includes not merely the heaven and the earth, but the intelligent 
beings in them. Unless, therefore, the writer is contining his thought either to 
the Divine provision of redemption, without regard to individual acceptance of 
it, or to those who accept it, as suggested by the surrounding context, it seems 
arbitrary to exclude from Té wdvra, in ver. 20, any of those included in it in ver. 16. 

(i) eipyvoroijoag is connected immediately with the idea of amoxaraAAdsat, 
and accordingly refers to peace with God. It is noticeable that this suggestion of 
peace occurs here before the allusion to the readers as having been called into the 
Christian life from among the Gentiles, while in Eph. ii. 11 ££ it is introduced 
after a similar allusion. By reason of this fact, in Eph. the word takes hold. not 
only of the idea of peace with God, but also, and especially, of peace (the destrue- 
tion of the enmity) between Gentiles andl Jews. In a similar way, the word 
andor piopévor i in Eph, ii. 12 is connected: with “the commonwealth of Israel 
and the covenants of the promise,” while here the reference is not thus limited. 
The genitive, if supplied here, would, as Meyer says, be Geod. 


AXIX, Vy. 21-28, 


(a) The construction of dude «7.4, of ver, 21, as well as the textual reading in | 


the case of the lust word of this verse (whether awoxarj/Aagev or droxarpaadyyre), is 


uncertain. - If we read the sceond person plural of the verb, it seems better, on the - 


whole, to make the clause from vuri to Saratov parenthetical, and to connect 
napaorjoat, by the kai at the beginning of ver. 21, with donaraAAdsar of yer, 20— 


tuag of ver. 21 being the object of zapaorica:, and being repeated in dudc. 


of yer. 22. This construction must be regarded as more simple and natural 
than that which is given by Meyer, who makes tapaorjaat, the object aimed at in 
the reconciliation. With the text azonarjAaae ev, Meyer's view would app: rently be 


correct (so Ell. and some others), but Meyer reads the verb in the 2d pers, 


W. & H. give the parenthetical character to the sentence commencing with vuvi 
dé, even with the verb in the 3d pers. sing., but this is less probable.—(b) The 
23d verse does not indeed necessarily, but may quite probably have an incidental 
reference to the danger, to which the readers were exposed, of being led away 
from the truth by the errorists—(¢) The connection of ver. 23 with vv. 5, 6, can 
scare ely fail to be observed—rij¢ éAridoc, rob ebayyediou ob proboare, tab KnpuySévroc 
év geday xtioee, (comp. dcéxovog ver. 7).—(d) Ell. Lightf. Rid, and others agree 
with Mey., that mwéon Kricet means every creature, not the whole creation, 


XXX. Vy. 24-29, 


(a) The textual reading 6¢, which Meyer adopts, is rejected by Tisch. Treg, 


W.&H, Alf, R. V., Hofm., Ell. Lightf. and others. The oldest MSS. omit it, 


and its insertion is easily Sosouied for by the final syllable of dcdxovoe of ver. 23, 
and the desire to make an easy transition to ver. 24. Meyer's view, that it fell 


‘out by reason of dcdxovoc, or by the fact that a Church lesson began here, is less : 
probable.—(5). The sufferings here alluded to, as may be inferred from Eph. iti. 


1-13, are especially those connected with his imprisonment. This is indicated 


by the similarity in various phrases between the passage in Ephesians and thege 
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verses. Comp. the use of Waigeis boty pascages, Een (@Fnv) duixovos, Nees 
TO puoripiov Td droKexp., and Tay aidvur, etc. 

(¢) avravarAnpd Ta Lorephiyata tev Pleo tod Kptotod —With reference to 
these words we may observe: (1) The “ atHlictions ” are designated by the word 
OAitbete, which, according to ihe general usage of the N. T., denotes outward 
calamities or troubles. The suffering of Christ for sin, distinctly so called, is 
evidently not included in the word; rafjuara of this verse must, accordingly, 
be explained in the same way, and also wa0quara of 2 Cor. i. 8.—(2) In 2 Cor. i, 


flow from’ Him upon His disciples. That verse seems, in a certain sense, to pre- 
‘sent the opposite side of the thought here presented. The argument becomes a 
strong one, therefore, that the genitive Xpuorvd in this place, as well as in 2 Cor, 

“> -Jg agen. of the subject, and in the strict sense of belonging to Him, being His.— 

- (8)The reference to the Church, in ver. 24, as Christ’s body naturally carries 
back the thought to  Kegady rob omparoc ver. 18, and. to the similar expression 
in Eph. i. 28.. This relation of the body to the head may, anereiers he properly 

‘taken into consideration in the explanation of the words “fill up,” ete. Tt sug- 
gests how the sufferings of the body may be conceived as belonging primarily to 
the head, and as “abounding unto” (overflowing from the head to) the body.— 
(4) The verb dvravar?yp carries in it the idea of filling up or supplying 
what belongs to one person by another, as a substitute. It represents the taking 
hold, as it were, over against another, and bearing up what he does not or cannot 
bear, and thus supplying his place and his want, and in this way filling up what 
is Jacking —(5) It will be noticed that, in 2 Cor. 1. 3-5, the abounding or over- 
flowing of the sufferings of Christ to the apostle is placed in a parallelism with 
the passing over of the comfort which the Apostle had received from God, in his 


tions, we may conclude that the Apostle’s conception is that all the sufferings and 
afflictions which are involved in the carrying on of Christ’s work in the world, 
whether experienced by Himself or His followers, are His own, and that, as He 
was not able, in His earthly life, to bear them all, they overflow to His followers. 
As filling up that which remains from Him, His followers, in a certain figurative 
sense, supply His place, alter His death, so far as these experiences are concerned. 


-—not only because they tend (as in Rom. y. 3 ff.) to the confirmation of the hope 

of future glory, and not only because they are endured for the welfare of the 
Church and the progress of the Gospel (Eph. iii. 1,13; Phil. i.12, and other 
passages), but also because in the endurance of them the disciple is brought, in 
_ /& Most intimate way, into fellowship with Christ. Comp. on this whole subject 
~ Matt. xx. 28; Rom. viii.17; Gal. vi. 17; Phil. iii. 10; Heb. xiii. 18; 1 Pet. iv. 


eee Pius, and 2 Cor, 1.5; Phil iii, 10; 1 Pet. i. 11, iv. 18, y. 1, with mavquara.. 


_ a comparison of the passage with 1 Cor. iv.1, and Rom. xv. 15 ff. These two pas- 
“ when taken together, present in a striking way the ideas and expressions of 


. cinisthns of the office, and the fulfilling of the word with reference to preaching 
bo the : Gentiles (in: Row); Aoom also vy. 28 aT with Bom. 3 xvi. 2, ay: The 


5 the stifferings of Christ appear to be represented as so abounding that they over- - . 


sufferings, to the Corinthian Christians in theirs. The suggestion derived from - 
this fact may have a bearing on the present verse. In view of these considera- 


They may rejoice in tribulations, therefore,—and the Apostle himself does rejoice, | 


18; and on the genitive, as ubjective, 2 Cori iv. 17; Eph. ili. 18; Jas, i. 27, with 


(d) Oisovopiav—That this word i is cornently explained by Mayers is indicated by. 


. 25, 26:—the atxovoula as connected with the “pvarhpiov (in: 1 Cor.), the — 
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word olkevoniay is found i in Eph: i. 10, where it cannot have this sense of steviord: 
ship. In Eph. i iii. 2, in a passage somewhat similar to the one before us, it. prob-~ 
ably does not have this meaning, But in Eph. i. 10, the connection and thought 


are entirely different, and in Eph: iii. 2 it will be observed that the development 
of the subject is more in detail than it is here. The development there proceeds 
from the thought of the economy of grace which had been made known to the 
apostle (vv. 2-6), to that of the office and commission which had been given to 
him to proclaim this economy (vv. 7 ff.) Here, on the other hand, the passage 
begins with the latter point, and all that is said is brought into subordination to 


this. The fact mentioned by Meyer in his notes on Eph. iii. 2, that the participle | 


is there connected with ydpiroc (doSeioyc), while here it agrees with olxovoziay (Jo- 
Jeioay), shows the different. conception in the two cases —(e) The same peculiar 
reference of the pvorjpiov which we find in these verses is indicated also in Eph. 
iil. 1-12. In the latter passage this is more distinctly presented than it is here— 
that the Gentiles are fellow-heirs, and fellow-members of. the body, and. fellow- 
partakers of the promise in Christ Jesus through the gospel. But that the writer 
thinks of this bearing of the gospel on the Gentiles here, is sufliciently. manifest. 
The two passages were, doubtless, written with the same general thoughts in 
mind, and should be interpreted in connection with each other. Yet certain indi- 
vidual characteristics belong to each. The development of the passage in Eph. is 
influenced by the thought of the Divine plan and eternal. purpose with which 
that Epistle opens, and by that of the removal of the separation between Jews 
and Gentiles which does not belong so definitely in the present letter. 

(f) Tt is doubtful, to say the least, whether Meyer’s view of yeveOv, that it 
refers to men while aidvey refers to times, can be affirmed. A comparison with 
Eph. iii. 21 favors the reference of both words to time—(g) With respect to ver. 
27, the following points may be noticed :—(1) whether ri means what in the sense 
of how great, as Meyer holds, or simply what, the question, as a whole, suggests the 
former idea. (2) The antecedent of 6 (or 4s, if this is adopted as the true text) is, 


probably, zvornpiov, and not (as Meyer) 70 z4oirog «.7.A. This may be inferred from | 


the fact that Christ is spoken of as the mystery in ii. 2; from the fact that zvorypiov 
is the most prominent word—it is the mystery, to which the riches of the glory 
belong; and from the fact that the idea of the wealth of the glory does not seem to be 
exhausted by the hope of the glory. The revelation makes known the mystery 
-—what had been unknown—that Christ is among or in the Gentiles the hope of 
the future heavenly glory, and it opens the knowledge of what the greatness and the 
richness of this glory are. (8) Meyer is apparently correct in referring the ddéy¢ 
before xuornpiov and the ddgy¢ after éAmic¢ to the same thing, i.e. the glory of the 
Messianic Kingdom—of the «Aypovouia—to which the éAri¢ points—(A) Ev with 
toi¢ é0veow has, doubtless, the sense of among ; with duiv it may mean among or 
in. The correspondence in form and the nearness to each other of the two phrases 
favor the former meaning for the second ¢v, But as the writer is speaking, in 
the first clause, of making known to the saints what is, ete, he naturally uses: in 
that place the word among i. e. as manifested among. In the second case, on the 
other hand, he is giving an explanation of what the mystery is, and he says that 
itis Christ, as the hope, etc. The clauses, therefore, are not parallel; and, as 


hope is a subjéctive thing within the individual mind, we should more naturally : 


cia him to use i here. 
2 Ae The thrice repeated mwavra tSporon i is: “noticed by Meyer as emphasizing 
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the idea of universality. Lightf. remarks upon this as follows: “This great truth 
[the universality of the Gospel], for which St. Paul gave his life, was now again 
endangered by the doctrine of an intellectual exclusiveness taught by the Gnosti- 


cizers at Colossae, as before it had been endangered by the doctrine of a ceremo- 


nial exclusiveness taught by the Judaizers in Galatia.” The apostle had met 
They assailed the same great 


with new adversaries, but not in every sense new. 
peculiarity of his teaching—the gospel. for all nations and all men. The stand- 


point. of attack changed, but the attack came upon the same doctrine. And the 
new errorists were not wholly new, in the sense of being entirely unconnected with 
the old ones. They had the old Jewish element, though it was mingled with, 
and affected by, new influences, which had come from the Oriental or Greek phi- 
losophy. ‘The progress and the growth from the time of the earlier epistles were 
a natural advance, and in the natural order. They were not greater, nor was the 
atate of thought at the end further removed from that at the beginning, than 
might have been expected in those earliest days of the Church. 


























CHAPTER II. 


Vir. 1. mept] Lachm. and Tisch. 8 read arép, following A BC D* P x min. 
But how easily may ixép have been suggested to the copyists by i. 24 and iv. 12!-— 
The form éépaxav (Lachm. and Tisch. 7) or édpaxav (Tisch. 8).is more than 


. sufficiently attested by A B C D* x%, etc, to induce its reception in opposition to 


the usage elsewhere. Respecting this Alexandrian form see Winer, p. 73 [E. T. - 
76]; and on éép., Fritzsche, ad Avistoph. Th, 32.—Ver. 2. Instead of ovufiPactivres, 
Elzeyir has cvuPiBactévrwr, in opposition to decisive testimony ; an emendation.— 
navra waovrov] A C min. have ray 7d rAoirog (so Lachm. Tisch. 7), and are also ~ 
joined by B y* Clem. with way miotrog (so Tisch. 8). Here also (comp. i. 27) the - 
neuter is the original; in thinking of the more common 6 rAobTo¢ the TANTO | 
became ITANTA, in accordance with which sAotrov also came to be written. The 
reading of Tisch. 8 is a restoration of the neuter form after the article had been 
lost.—Instead of the simple red Qeoi (so Griesh. Scholz, Tisch. 7, Rinck ; among 
modern expositors, Biihr, Olshausen, de Wette, Ewald), Elzevir has rob Oeoi Kat 
matpo¢ Kat Tov Xpiovod, while Lachm. reads red Gea Xpiorod, and Tisch. 8 tov Gevi., 
Xpiorodv, Among the numerous various readings, rod Oeoi} Xporod (also adopted by 
Steiger, Huther, Bleek, Hofmann) is certainly strongly enough attested by B. Hilar. 
(but without vss.), while the simple rod cod has only 37, 67**, 71, 80*, 116, Arm. 
ed, Venet. in its favor. A C 3%, 4, Sahid. Vulg. ms. have tov Qeod warpi¢ (rod) X., 
which Béhmer and Reiche prefer, whilst 8** Syr. p. have 7, Qed Kai warp, Tod X., 
and others still, such as Syr. Copt. Chrys, read 7. ©, warpig kal tod Xpiorod, and 
consequently come nearest to the Recepta ; but a few authorities, after the mention 
of God, insert év Xpior}, as Clem. Ambrosiaster: tod cod év X. Regarding these 
variations we must judge thus: (1) the far too weak attestation of the bare rot - 
Oz0t is decisive against it; (2) the reading of Lachm.: rot Ocod Xprorod, is to be 
regarded as the original, from which have arisen as glosses the amplifications rob 
Goh warpi¢ Tod X.. and roy Oeod warp. kai rod X., as well as the Recepta; (3) the 
reading Tod Ocoi év XporG arose out of a gloss (év Xpiord) written on the margin 
at.év @, in accordance with i. 27, which supplanted the original Xpiorod; (4) the 
év Xpeorg thus introduced was again subsequently eliminated, without, however, 
the original Xp:orotd being reinserted, and thus arose the reading of Griesb. Tob 
Qcov, which therefore—and with this accords its late and weak attestation— 
appears to be merely a half completed critical restoration.—Ver. 4. dé] is wanting ~ 
in By*; Tisch. 8; but it was readily omitted by the copyists before the syllable 


“gi AE.— nf tic] Lachm. and Tisch. read zadeic, which, following preponderant codd. 
(ABCDEPy), is to be preferred—Ver. 7. & 7) wior.] Lachm. and Tisch. 


lif this reading, relatively so strongly . must have given rise to dogmatic seruples, | 


‘attested, were the original one, it would not and only the description of God as rot Qeod 


be easy. to see why it should have been Xprorod could have done so, 


‘glossed or altered. The original expression 
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have only 1% nioret, following B D* min. Vulg. It. Avchel. Ambrosiast. Theophyl. 
Properly ; the év was mechanically introduced from the adjoining text.—év atr#] 
though suspected by Griesb., and rejected by Tisch. 8 (it is wanting in A C x* 
min. Copt. Tol. Archel.), is to. be defended. . Its omission was easily occasioned 
by the fact that. epic. was found to be already accompanied by a more precise 
definition expressed by év. The év abr read by D* x**, 1, Pel. vss., though only a 
mechanical repetition of the preceding iv wT@, testifies indirectly to the fact 
that originally év abr? was in the text.—Ver. 10. . o¢ éorwv] Lachm, reads 6 
éorwy, following BD EF G Germ. Hilar. A mistaken correction, occasioned by 
the reference of the preceding év abr@ to TO wAjpopa—Ver. U1, After cdparog Elz. 
has Tov duapriav; an exegetical addition, in opposition to decisive testimony. — 
Comp. Rom. vi. 6.—Ver. 18. The second uae is indeed wanting in Elz, but » 
receives so sufficient attestation through A C K L x*, min. vss. and Fathers, 
that its omission must be explained on the ground of its seeming superfluous. B 
min, Ambr. have jude, which is conformed to the following. yuiv. Instead of this 
juiv, Elz. has div, in opposition to decisive testimony.—Ver. 17. 4] Lachm. reads 
, following B F G It. Goth. Epiph. Ambrosiast. Aug. To be preferred, inasmuch 
as the plural was naturally suggested to the copyists by the plurality. of the 
things previously mentioned—Ver. 18. & wy fopaxev] pf ig wanting in A B D* 
9%, 17, 28, 67**, Copt. Clar.Germ. codd. in Aug., Or, ed. Tert.? Lucif, .A mbrosiast., 
while F G have oi«. The negation is with justice condemned by Griesb., Steiger, 
‘Olshausen, Huther, Ewald; deleted by Tisch. 8 (bracketed by Lachm.), although 
- defended specially. by Reiche, whom Hofmann also follows. An addition owing 
‘to misapprehension. See the exegetical remarks —Ver. 20, et] Elz. reads ei oy, 
in opposition to decisive testimony. An addition for the sake of connecting, after 
. ihe analogy of ver. 16 and ili. 1. “ 





Ee 
F 



























Expressing in a heart-winning way his earnest concern for the salva- 
a tion of the souls of his readers, Paul introduces (vv. 1-8) what he has to 
> Urge upon them in the way of warning against the seduction of false 

_ teachers (vv. 4, 5), of exhortation to faithfulness (vv. 6, 7), and then, again, 
of Warning (ver. 8). He then supports what he has urged by subjoining 

the relative soteriological instructions and remindings (vv. 9-15), from 
_ which he finally draws further special warnings as respects the dangers 
theatening. them on the part of the false teachers (vv. 16-28). 

_ Ver. 1. [On Vv. 1-5, see Note XXXI. pages 381-334.] Tép] [XXXI a.] 
The apostle now confirms,in concreto the ele 8 x. kom. ayoutdpevog K,T.A., which 
“has just been affirmed of himself in general: in proof of that assertion I 
~ would have you to know, ete. Hofmann holds erroneously, in con- 

‘sequence of his mistaken explanation of somd in i. 29, that Paul desires _ 

to explain whi he hag said that he is becoming weary over the exertion, 
-etc.—Instead of the more frequent ob Ao tyas ayvoetv (see on Rom. xi. 25, 
4,18), Paul uses the éé40 bu. eidévai, also in 1 Cor. xi. 3; comp. Phil: i. 12.— 

- @ixov| what: a great, vehement conflict. Paul nowhere else uses this word, 
- which is classical, but does not occur either in the LXX. ‘or: inthe 
Apocrypha ; in the N.T. it is only found again at Jas. iii, 5. That by the 
conflict is meant the internal pressure of solicitude and apprehension, etc. 
comp. i. 29, also Rom. xv. 80), is plain [XX XI b.]—when we remember 
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the imprisoned condition of He Hen tho now -iauid not contend out. 
wardly with the false teachers themselves—from ver. 2. It is at the same 
time self-evident that the wrestling of prayer was an eminent way of conduct- 
ing this spiritual conflict, without its being necessary to regard iv. 12 as a 
criterion for determining the sense in our passage.—xal rav ty Aaodix.] 
The neighboring Laodiceans. (Rev. iii. 14 ff.) were without doubt exposed 
to like heretical dangers; hence also the injunction as to the mutual 
communication of the Epistles, iv. 16.—kxai doo «.7.2.] The sense is: and 
generally (xai, see Fritzsche, ad Matih, p..786. 870) for all to whom Iam: 
personally unknoyn. It adds the entire category, to which the tyei¢ and 
those év Aaodixeia, both regarded as churches, were reckoned to belong. Comp. 
Acts iv. 6. It is plain from our passage that Paul had not been in Colossae 
and Laodicea. It is true that Wiggers, in the Stud. u. Krit..1888, p. 176, 
would have éco «7.2. understood as. referring to a portion of the Colassians 
and. Laodiceans, in which case cat would mean even ; but the text itself is 
decisively opposed to this view by the following abrav, ver. 2, which, if the 
doo «7A, to which it refers be not the class in which the readers and 
Laodiceans were included, would be altogether wisuitable ; as, indeed, the 
bare even does not suffice to give special prominence to a particular 
portion (we should expect uaduora dé or the like), and the comprehensive 
. doo: Withal does not seem accounted for. Erroneous also is the view (held 
already by Theodoret in the Hypothes. and in the Commentary, though Cred- 
ner, Binl. ¢ 154, erroneously denies this) of Baronius, Lardner, and David 
Schultz (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1829, p. 538 {f.), that the éo0c «7.4, were otherthan 
the tweir and of év Aaodix.; Paul having been personally known to both the 
latter. The subsequent abrap is fatal to, this theory likewise; and how singu- 
larly without reason would it have been, if Paul had designated as the objects . 
of his anxiety, along with two churches of the district which are supposed 
to have known. him personally, ai/ not knowing him personally, without 
distinction of locality! With how many of the latter were there no such 
dangers at all existing, as the Colossians and Laodiceans were exposed to! 
To this falls to be added the fact, that in the entire Epistle there is nota 
single hint of the apostle having been present in Colossae.. See, on the 
contrary, on i. 8 and on i. 232 According to Hilgenfeld, in his Zeiischr. 
1870, p. 245 f, the intimation that Paul was personally unknown to the 
Colossians betrays the composition of the Epistle at a later time, when the 
recollection of his labors there had been already superseded and had 
vanished from the memory of the churches. As if such a forgetfulness 
were eyen conceivable, in presence of the high esteem in which. the 
‘apostle was held!—That Paul should have been so concerned about the 
‘Colossians and Laodiceans, as those who did not know him personally, is 
-natural enough, seeing that they were not in a position to oppose the 
living. impression of the apostie’s personal. ministry, and his direct 
authority, to the heretical seductions. Comp. ver. 5.—é» capsi] not 
belonging to éwpdeacc—in which case it would be a contrast to seeing év 


1Comp. Wieseler, Chronol. des apost. Zeitatt. p. 440. 
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- gvebpare 1 (Cheyioitam, Theophylact, "Bauaepibtendrasine)-joins itself 80 
- as to form one idea, with 7d 7 mpédowrdy pov (Winer, p. 128 [E. T. 185]). See. 
yer, 5. The addition, which might in itself be dispensed with (comp. Gal. 

1,22; 1 Thess. ii. 17), serves. the purpose of concrete rene eet without 

its being necessary to” import into it a. contrast to the - “spiritual 

physiognomy” (Olshausen), or to the haying made acquaintance ina 
spiritual fashion (Hofmann), in connection with which Estius even 
discovers a certain tareiveoe through a higher estimation of the latter ; 
although generally the idea of a spiritual mode of intercourse, independent 
~ of bodily absence, very naturally occasioned the concrete description : 

‘my bodily face. There is all the less ground for assigning év cap«i, as an 

--anticipation of ver. 5, to the hand ‘of the manipulator, and that in such a 
~ way as to betray an author who knows the apostle to be already snatched 
away from the flesh and present in heaven (Holtzmann). 

Ver. 2, The end aimed at (iva) in this conflict: in order that their hearts 
may be comforted, viz. practically by the fact, that they are united in love, ete. 
Accordingly, coufrBeo8. x.7.2. contains the mode of that comforting, which 
ensues, when through loving union the evil of heretical division, whether 

threatening or already rampant, is removed. Most thoughtfully and 
lovingly Paul designates the concern of his solicitude as tapd«dAyore rav 
-- xapdiéy abrév, not impeaching them on account of the heretical seductions, — 
but making those temptations to be felt as a misfortune, in the presence | 
of which one requires comfort (Vulgate : “ut consolentur”)2 The explana- 

7 tion which makes xapaxad. mean, like po® (XX. Deut. iii..28; Job iv.3), 
to strengthen, confirm (so Huther, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius), is 
quite opposed to the Pauline usage, according to which it means to exhort 
(so Luther here), to give consolation (so Hofmann; comp. Bleek), to 
 -entreat, fo encourage, to comfort; the latter in particular when, as here, 
 dtis joined with xapdia, Comp. iv. 8; Eph. vi. 22; 2 Thess, ii. 17 (also 

- Ecelus. xxx. 23),—oupBiBaobévrec] referred to the logical subject of the fore- 

weg ie. to the persons, of whom ai kapdias avray was said, See on Eph. 

It ‘means here not instructi (Vulgate; comp. 1 Cor. ii. 16, and the 

Tee) not yet introduced,’ which linguistic usage does not permit, but 
brought together, united, compacti® In connection therewith, év dydra, 
jo which pennies Christian brotherly love, is the moral element, in which the 











“1 chrysostorn remarks aptly (comp. Theo- 
phylact): dn Aourdy omedses Kat adiver éuBaadeiy 


ig 70 Syne, oure karnyopav ovTe: dradadrreay 


i obras karyyoptag. 
8B: Hofmann, who couples iti in: this sense 


with els nav 7b mdoiros, taking év dydmry ‘ad- 


yerbially, and explaining the -xai,. which 


stands tn the way, in the sense of “even,” to 
the effect that this introduction into all riches a 






of the understanding has as its presupposition 
another introduction, viz, that into the faith 





s as a atptand forced. ‘mode of: dis- 





either of itself or in vv..5-7, falls.to be eon- 
sidered as a. preliminary stage, as if the mAnpo- 
dopia k.7.A., like a new stadium, had to be en- 
tered upon through a second introduetion; ‘on: 


-the contrary, this wAnpodopta is the. full rich 


development of faith in the inner life. We 
may add: that -ovuuBiBdgewesto introduce is 


nothing but a lexicographicat fiction invented. 
by -Hofmann.. 
Tightly: tva évwdaor, 
3 Ver. 19; Eph. iv.16; Thue. ii.29.5; Herod: 


Chrysostom already says. 


i. TA. and see Wetstein and Valekenaéty Schol..: 
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union is to subsist; to which is then added the ¢elic reference of cvuB:Baod. 
by nat ele «7.4.: united in love and for behoof of the full richness, etc., t.¢. 
in order, by that union, to attain the possession of this full richness, 
which could not.be attained, but only hindered, by division and variance. 
[XXXI ¢.]—xai cig is not to be joined with sapaxh, (Storr, Flatt), since the 
«cai rather adds to the é-relation of the ovufu3. its <ic-relation, and is there- 
fore merely the simple and, not etiam (Bengel, Hofmann); but not to be 
explained either as ef quidem (Bahr, Béhmer), or by an &éuct to be 
supplied (Olshausen permits a choice between the two).—rij¢ wAgpod. rij 
avvéo.| The full certainty of Christian insight is the lofty blessing, the’ whole 
riches of which, ie. its blissful possession as a whole, they are to attain, so 
that in no element. of the ctveowe and in no mode thereof does there. 
remain any lack of completely undoubting conviction ;} comp. 1 Thess. 
i. 5; Heb. vi. 11, x. 22; Rom. iv. 21, xiv. 5. On the conception of 
mAnpogopeiv, see Bleek on Hebr. IL, 2, p. 283 f. As to cbvecie, intelligence, 

both theoretical and practical, comp. on i. 9; that here also what is 
specifically Christian is meant kar’ éox7», is plain from the context. See 
the sequel. The cumulative fullness of the description wap rd 7A, tr. wAyp. +. 
cuvés. ig naturally and earnestly called forth by the consideration of the 
dangers which threatened the wAgpos, 7. ovvéc. through the attempts of 
false teachers (ver. 4)2—elc éxtyrwaw 17.2.] parallel to the preceding cig 
nav to wAovrog «7.A., and destined to brmg.in with emphasis the great 


object of the cbveow (the divine counsel of redemption, td pvorhpiov, see on i. 
26); so that what was previously sef forth at length by eic wav rt xAobrog t. 


wAnpod. tT. ovvéc. is now succinctly summed. up for the sake of annexing 
the object by sic éxiyveow. Thus the distinction between éxiyrwoe and. 
yraor (ver. 3) is brought. out clearly? Comp. oni.9. But rod por 7. 0. 
is not to be attached also to rye owéosue (Hofmann), so that the rv 


- éntyvwow Would occupy an interrupting position.—rod Oot] Genitive of the 


subject; it is God, whose decree the pvor. is. The reading to be approved, 
rod Gcod Xpiorod [XXXI d.] (see the critical remarks), means: of the God 
of Christ, i.e. to whom Christ belongs ina special way, as to His Father, 
Sender, Head, ete.; [XX XT e] see on Eph.i.17; comp. John xx. 17; 
Matt. xxvii. 46. The separation of Xporoi, however, from r. Ocot, and the 
taking it as apposition to rot puoryp, rod Ocot, so that Christ Himself appears 


-as the personal secret of God, “because He is personally the truth con- 


tained in God and revealed from God” (Hofmann, comp. Holtzmann, p. 
215), must be rejected, because Paul would thus have expressed himself 
in. a way as much exposed to misapprehension as possible. He would 


1 Neither Greek authors, nor the LXXX., nor 
the Apocrypha have mAnpodopia. In Ptol. Tetr, 


oP 49, mAnpobopnots is found... 


20%8a, Ore moratere, GAAG wAypobopydjvat 
tpds Bovdonat obK els Tov wAoDroyv pdvov, GAN. 
els. wdyra Tov -wAoUTOY, Wa Kal ev aot Kal emiTE- 
tayévas réemAnpopopnievor Fre, Chrysostom. 


2 According to Holtzmann, p. 303,in the fre- 
quent mention of yracus and ériyvwors, of _ 


copia and oiveots, of yrupiger and dwrigey, 
of pvatiptov dqwoxexcpuyp, and davépwats rod: 
Kuot,, we may detect-already the terminology 
of the Grecian mysteries. Asif these ideas 


and expressions were not sufficiently Pauline, 


and their intentional. application were not 
sufficiently intelligible in the light of theo- 


sophie aberrations. Comp. also on 1.23; ae 
Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 420, ed. 2. 
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either have scented an 6 éore anel. rob Ge0i (i. 94; 1 Cor. iii. 11), or have 
omitted rod Oecd, which would have made 73 puor#piov Xpioroi, as in Eph. 
- iii, 4, the mystery contained personally i in. Christ. But as the apostle has 
actually written, the reader could only understand the mystery of the God 
of Christ. If Christ. is God’s (see on 1 Cor. iii. 23; comp. Luke ii. 26, ix. 
20; Acts iv. 26), then God is also the God of Christ. After @eoi, therefore, 
no comma is to be inserted. Finally, the view of Hilary (“Deus 
Christus sacramentum est”), that 6 Ode is Christ Himself (so Steiger and 
Bisping,’) is wholly without Pauline analogy, and is not to be supported 
by such passages as Rom. ix. 5; Tit. ii. 18; Eph. v.45; in fact, even the 
‘lofty predicates employed in i. 15 ff, ii. 9, draw the line of distinction 
between God and Christ. Moreover, the expression itself is not harsher 
(de Wette), or even more inconceivable (Olshausen), more unsuitable and 
obscure (Reiche), than the phrase 4 Océg rob xupiov gu. "Iycod X. in Eph. i 
17; since in connection with the notion “the God of Christ,” the designa- 
tion of the latter as our Lord is unessential. The addition Xporod finds tts 
motive in the connection, because it was just in Christ that God formed the 
decree of redemption (the svorfpiov), and has carried it out (Eph. iii. 10 f, 
et al.). Whosoever has known God as the God of Christ, has the divine 
: warrior. pe th unveiled to him. 
Ver. 8..’Ev 9] [XXXI f.] is to be referred to. toi nuotnpiov—a, remark 
which applies also in the case of every other reading of the foregoing 
~words—not to: Christ,? as is commonly done with the Recepta, and by 
 Bohmer, Dalmer, and Hofmann even with our reading. The correct 
‘reference is given, in connection with the Recepta, by Grotius (against 
. Whom Calovius contends), Hammond, Bengel, and Michaelis; and in 
connection with our reading, by Huther, Schenkel, and Bleek ; its cor- 
rectness appears from the correlation in which drémpugo: stands to rob 
poarnp. The destination of this relative clause is to bring out the high 
value of the éxtyvwoe rod pvarypiov (since in Him, etc.), and that in con- 
trast to the pretended wisdom and knowledge of the false teachers; 
hence also the emphatie wdvre¢ of Oyo. «.7.4—The codia and yracic are 
here conceived objectively, and the genitives indicate wherein the treasures 
consist. The clistinction between the two words is not, indeed, to be 
abandoned (Calvin: “duplicatio ad augendum valet;” comp. Huther 
and others), but yet is not to be defined more precisely than that yvaog is 
‘more special, knowledge, and cogia more general, the whole Christian 
wisdom, by which we with the collective activity of the mind grasp divine 
relations and those of human morality, and apply them to right practice. 
Comp. on. i, 95—dréxpugor] [XXXT g.] is not the predicate to ect (so 


most writers, with Chrysostom and Luther), as if it were dmoxexpuypévoc 


slow instead of siciv drdxpupoe; for, as. it stands, the unsuitable sense 
Would be sere “in whom. all treasures wove: G78 hidden, treagures, i 


n gaupol, comp. Plato, Phil, p15. Es tg 
pias. eiipneins @noavpov, Xen. Mem. iv, 2... 
ae Wisd.. vil. 14; Ecelug, i223 — ae 
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But neither is it a description of the qualitative how of their being in Him} 
in so far, namely, as they do not lie open for ordinary perception (Hof — 
mann); for this adverbial use of the adjective? would be without due 
motive here, seeing that the apostle is concerned, not about the mode of 
the év @ eo, but about the characterizing of the treasures themselves, 
whereupon the ow in question was obvious of itself.. We must therefore 
take aréxpudor. simply as an attributive adjective to @jcavpoi, placed at 
the end with emphasis: in whom the collective hidden treasures... are 
contained.’ The treasures, which are to be found in the mystery, are not 
such as lie open to the light, but, in harmony with the conception of the 
secret, hidden (comp. Matt. J. ¢.), because unattainable by the power of 
natural discernment in itself, but coming to be found by those who attain 
sie éxlyywow rob pvornpiov, Whereby they penetrate into the domain of 
these secret riches and discover and appropriate them. The objection to 
this view of a@woxp. as the adjective to éy¢., viz. that there must then 
have been written of dvoxp. (Bihr, Bleek, Hofmann), is erroneous; the 
article might have been (1 Mace. i. 28), but did not need to be, inserted. 
With the article it would mean: quippe qui absconditi sunt; without the 
article it is simply: “thesaurt abscondité” (Vulgate), i.e. amdxpupoe vtec, 
not of dureg axdxpudot. 
Ver. 4. After this affecting introduction, testifying to his zealous striy- 
ing for the Christian development of his readers, and thereby claiming 
their faithful adherence to his gospel, the warning now follows, for the 
sake of which Paul has prefixed vy. 1-3 (ro#ro). [XXXII h.] That rodro 
does not refer merely to ver. 3¢ is in itself probable, since vv. 1-3 form a 
connected sentence admirably preparatory in its entire purport for what 
follows, and is confirmed by ver. 5, which glances back to ver. 1. Hence: 
This contained in vv. 1-8, which ye ought to know, I say with the design 
that, etec—iva pydeic (see the critical remarks); comp. Mark v. 43; Tit. 
iii, 12; Rev. iti, 11, & al—naparoyif.] In N. T., only found elsewhere in 
Jas. i. 22 (see Theile i loc.) ; frequent in the later Greek writers since 
Demosthenes (822. 25, 1037. 15). It indicates, by a term. borrowed from 
false reckoning, the deception and overreaching that take place through 
false reasoning. What particular sophistries the false teachers, whose 
agitations at all events. tended (see ver. & f.) to the disadvantage of the 
Pauline gospel, were guilty of, does not appear. It is certain, however, 
that they were not those suggested by BGhmer (nothing good can come 
out of Nazareth; one who was crucified cannot have possessed divine 
wisdom), since the false teachers were not non-Christians. Hardly did 
these beguiling sophistries affect the person. of the apostle, as if he were 
not concerning himself about the confirming and training of churches 


1In connection with which Bahr, Baumgar- . ?Comp. LXX. Isa. xlv.3; 1 Mace. i. 23; - 
ten-Crusius, and Bleek convert the notion of | Matt. xiii. 44. 
being. hidden: into that of being deposited for | *So0 Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calvin, Zan- 
preservation (droxeto Oa, i, 5). _ ghius, Estius, and others, including Bibr and 


‘28ee Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab.i, iv..12, 112, ae ' Béhmer; Huther is undecided 
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‘poe planted by hicasell as ‘Hofmann’ thinks. a that case we should 
‘have in vv.. 1-3 only a self: testimony to the contrary, which, as assertion 
against assertion, would neither have been skillful nor delicate ; nor do 
we in what follows find any defence in opposition to personal calumnia- 
tion. This applies also im opposition to Holtzmann, p-177.. The yap in 
_ver. 5 by no means requires this inter pretation. hy a sbavohoyig by means 
of persuadin g speech ; Luther's “ with rational discourses” misapprehends — 
the meaning. It occurs in this place only in the N. T2 

Ver. 5. A special reason, having reference to his bodily absence, by 
which his readers are encouraged not to allow themselves to be deceived. 
-—r oapxi| with respect to the flesh, é.e. bodily. Comp.1 Cor. v. 8. aha] 

- ad, yeb am I on the other hand, beginning the apodosis ; see on Rom. vi. 5 
cand 1 Cor. iv, 15.—ré vebuarr] with respect to the spirit, ae. mentally; 
my spirit, translating itself in thought into your midst, is along with you. 

- Erroneously Grotius: “ Deus Paulo revelat, quae Colossis ferent,” so that 
rpedya would be meant of the Holy Spirit. According to Wiggers, in the 
Stud, u. Krit. 1838, p. 181, and Vaihinger, in Herzog’s Encyhlop. IV. p. 79, 
drew takes for granted the apostle’s having been there previously. A 
quite groundless assumption; the verb expresses (dé) the being away 

from, but does not indicate whether a person had been previously 
present or not, which can only be gathered from the connection or other | 

.-¢ireumstances of the case. In this case the context dixectly indicates, by 

ver. 1, that a bodily wepeivar had not occurred. It is otlerwise in 1 Cor, | 

 y. 8; 2 Cor. x. 1, 11, xiii. 2,10; Bhil. i. 27. From the similar expression — 
OS 'E Coteev 8, Theodoret nevertheless infers that Paul. é¢ Geacduevoc 
—abrobe typabev tiv éxtorozfy—abv tpiv] in your society, among you. Comp. | 
Luke vill. 88, xxii, 56; Phil. i. 23; 1 Thess. iv. 17; 2 Pet. i. 18, e al— 

» xaipov x. Biérov] There jis here no illogical pretixing of the yaipar in the 

lively feeling of joy (Huther, comp. de Wette); yaipav rather expresses 

joy at the fact that he is with them spiritually, and cai BAérov tu, tiv. 

Py rééw «7A, then adds. what at this joyful being with the Colossians he sces in 

fe them, so that the description thus advances with x. Baémr.: in spirit Tam 

4 along with you, rejoicing in this mental presence, and therewith seeing, etc. 

Comp. also Hofmann, who, however, imports into fAérev the pregnant 

“Meaning not conveyed by the simple verb; it is as plainly present to my 

soul, as if T saw it with my eyes. This would be x. a¢ Baérwv, Orn. dg bv 

BS apbarpoic Ba. Renderings blending the ideas, such as gaudeo videns (Gro- 

_ tius, Wolf, Bahr, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleek, and others), or beholding— 

with joy (Bengel ,¢Leinrichs, Flatt), are at variance with the words as they 

stand. Some erroneously cite Josephus, Bell. ii. 10. 2, where yaipo cat 

Piérav (not Biéra) means: I. rejoice, when. I even see ié Winer, p. 488 

(LE. T. 469 £], and Fritzsche, ad Rom. IT. p. 425, supply with yalpov the 

: words : Doncening yout. But the supplying of ee ‘ty is 3 not justified by. 
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the context, ‘which naturally. Wes joy at ‘the been together with the 
vealers, for yaip. stands alongside of this as an accompanying relation 
without any other definition of object. And according to this view there 
is no ground at all for an evplicative rendering of xai, which Winer still 
admits (so also Béhmer and Olshausen).—The testimony, moreover, which 
is given to the readers by Aiérwv «7.4. is not inconsistent with the 
anxious conflict in ver. 1; but, on the contrary, makes the latter, in a 
psychological point of view, all the more conceivable, when the dangers 
which threatened a state of things still even now so good are considered. 
—iséy t..rdfv] The prefixed pronoun owes this position to the fayor- 
able expectation which the Colossians, more than muny others, lave . 
awakened in the apostle. The rae is order, orderly condition. — Its anti- 
thesis is éragia, Plato, Tim. p.30 A+ For the idea see Plato, Gorg. p. 504 
A: réfewe .. . kal kéopov rvyovca otkia, Polyb. i. 4. 6: pf churaca axeoe x. 
Tdkle tHe oiKovpévne, Ui. 86. 6:4... dtaipeoie x, raze. It is often used of 
the organized condition of the state, Dem. 200. 4, Plat. Crit. p. 109 D; else- 
where also (see Sturz, Lev. Yen TV. p. 245) of the army, sometimes to 
designate a section of it (a company of two A¢yor), and sometimes to ex: 
press its regular arrangement in rank and file (Thue. iii. 87. 2, iv. 72. 2, 126. 
4, vill, 69. 1). Hofmann? takes both rag. and hiss in. a vaittaey 
sense. But the two words have not in and of themselves the military 
sense; they would receive it from the context, which is not the case here, 
_.Moréover, the menning jortress, militury bulwark, is expressed not by 
orepéwua generally, but by gpra or dyxigoue, 2 Cor. x. 4. Hence, if we. 
would avoid arbitrariness, we can only abide by the view that here régee 
means the orderly state of the Christian church, which has hitherto not been 
disturbed by sectarian divisions or forsaken by the readers. Comp. 1 Cor. 
xiv. 40. To. this outward condition Paul then subjoins the inner one, by. 
which the former is conditioned: and the solid hold of your faith in Christ. 
orepéaua, firmamentum, that which has been made firm (Arist. parté. an li. 9; 
Theophr. H. pl: v.7. 8), a late word, often found in DXX., Aquila, The- 
odotion, Symmachus, and Apocrypha (see Schleusner, Zhes. V. p. 102 f), 
represents the stedfastness and immovableness of faith in such a way, 
that the latter appears as protected by a strong work (with solid founda- 
tion, masonry, etc.) from injury (Ezek. xiii. 5; Ps. xviii. 2; 3 Esdr. viii. 
81). On the subject-matter, comp. Acts xvi. 5: éorepeobyro ri mice, 1 Pet. 
V.9: dvrioryte arepeot rq mlore. The abstract firmness, however (Huther, 
de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleek, and older expositors), which would 
be orepedrye, is never designated by the word. Chrysostom explains 
rightly : bre roAda ouvayayov cvyKoddqocg wuKvag Kai ddiaoT aorac, Tore oTepéwpa 
yivera. . The genitive ric wiorewe, finally, is not to to be taken in such a way 
as to make faith the orepéwua (Hofmann), which protects the readers, as if 
it were 1d tuév orepéona; but as the genitive of the subject,in such a way 
that their faith has the crepéwua securing it, which Paul spiritually sees.—~ 
To call in question the unseducedness here attested (Baumgarten-Crusius, 


1 Whom Holtzmann, ‘p. 11, hhas too rashly followed. 
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who Jeaves it a question Whether’ the. sense is not merely : “ ifi itis so”, 
‘or to refer it to only a part of the church (Flatt), isa quite arbitrary result 
of unduly pressing the general utterance of commendation. 
Ver. 6f. [XXXI i.) From the warning given in ver. 4 and having its 
ground assigned in ver. 5,. follows (oi) the positive obligation to make 
Christ, as He had been communicated | to them through the instruction 
which they had received, the element in which (év air) their conduct of 
the inner and outer life moves (mepurateire), whereupon the more precise 
modal definitions are subjoined by éppifeuévoe t.7.4.—d¢] according as. 
Observe that.in the protasis rapead@ere and in the apodosis meperaretire (not 
év abr, as Hofmann thinks) have the emphasis, in which case the addition 
of an vires was not necessary, Their walk in Christ.is to be in harmony 
with the instruction, by means of which they have through Epaphras 
received Christ —rapeAaBere] have received (1..7; Eph. iv. 20), comp. Gal. i. 
9, 12; 1 Thess. ii. 18, iv. 1; 2 Thess, iii. 6; 1Cor. xi, 28. Christ was com- 
municated. to them .as the element of life’ The rendering: have accepted 
(Luther, Bahr, Béhmer, Huther, Hofmann), is not contrary to. Pauline 
usage (de Wetie; but see on Phil. iv. 9; 1 Cor. xv.1); but it is opposed to 
the context, in which after ver. 4 (see especially ver. 7: cate ididdytiyre, 
and ver. 8: card rv wapddeaw tév avip.) the contrast between true and false 
Christian instruction. as. regulative of the walk, and not the contrast between 
entrance into the fellowship of Christ and the walk therewith given (Hof. 
mann), predominates-riv X. ’L. rév «épiov] A solemnly complete designa- 
tion, a summary of the whole confession (1 Cor. xii. 8; Phil. ii. 11), in which | 
tov xbpiov, conformably with its position and the entire connection, is tobe 
taken in the sense: asthe Lord, consequently atfributively, not as a mere appo- | 
sition (de Wette, Bleek, Ellicott, and others), in which Hofmann includes 
also 'Ijoowv, a view which is not warranted by Eph. iii. 1.—Ver. 7. épptou. 
Kk. érouxod, év avr] introduces the ethical habitus in the case of the required — 
-mepmcarety év X, But the vivid conception, in the urgency of. properly 
exhausting the important point, combines very dissimilar elements; for 
the two figures, of a plant and of a building, are inconsistent as such both 
“with, weperareire and with one another. Comp. Eph. iit. 17 f By beginning 
"anew sentence with éppZouévor i.7,2., and thus construing it in connection 
with ver. 8 (Schenkel, Hofmann), we should gain nothing in symmetry, 
and should only lose without sufficient reason in simplicity of construc- 
tion; while we should leave the év airg mepemareire in ver. 6 in a dispropor- 
‘tionately bald and isolated position. This conjunction, moreover, of heter- 
"-ogeneous figures might, quite as legitimately have been made by the 
apostle himself as by an interpolator, whose hand Holtzmann thinks that. 
ihe Here discovers. 7 Observe farther. he, difference é in time of the two 0 pat: 



















extremely common. Pauline idea of the: ev 
: Xpiorg. elvax is in harmony. 

2 Eph. iie17 £, by comparing which Holtz. 
ann discovers in our passage the hand of 
interpolator, i is hoth, as regards contents 
ad form, too diver se for siere  plurpage. 


aes LT. this conception gv aig tetera: ‘su 
bees Chrysostom and his followers ta 
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ticiples, whereby the wedsfastness of the év Xmorg elvat (figuratively repre- 
sented by épjcfap.) is denoted as a subsistent state, which mustebe present in 
the case of the wepuvareiv év abr@, while the further development of the Christian 
condition (iguratively represented by érocxod.) is. set forth as a continuing 
process of training; comp. Acts xx. 32.—éroimod.] becoming built up, in 
which é7i exhibits the building rising on the foundution.’ The building up 
may in itself be also regarded as an act accomplished (through conversion), 
asin Eph, ii.20: éroxodoufévrec, which, however, as modal definition of 
xeperar., would not have suited here. The progress and finishing of the 
building (de Wette, following Acts xx. 82, where, however, the simple form | 
oixod. should be read) are conveyed by the present, not by éoccod, in itself 
(comp. Eph. ii. 22). Nor does the latter represent the readers as. stones, . 
which are built up on the top of those already laid (Hofmann); on the con- 
trary, they are in their aggregate as a church (comp. on Eph. Le.) represented 
as an oixodou# in the course of being built (é.¢. of a more and more full 
development of their Christian common life), in regard to which the éx/ in » 
_éxoxod. presupposes the foundation laid by Epaphras, namely, Christ (1 
Cor. iii. 11); and the building muterials, including the stones, are not. the 
persons, but the doctrines, by means of which the builders accomplish their 
work (see on 1 Cor, iii. 12)—év aiz@] belongs to both participles, so that 
Christ is to be conceived doubtless as the soi! for the roots striking down- 
wards (Eph. iii, 17), and as the foundation (1 Cor. iti. 11) for the building 
extending upwards; but the expression is determined by the conception of 
the thing signified, namely, the iv Xpor@ eiym, as in év abté mweprvar., and. 
not by the figures; hence Paul has not written éx abrév (1 Cor. iii. 12), or 
éx’ ait@ (aph, ii. 20), which would have been in harmony with the latter 
participle, but he exhibits Christ as the Person, in whom that which is 
meant by the being rooted and becoming built up has its specific being 
and nature, and consequently the condition of endurance and growth. 
Comp. on Eph. ji. 21.—xai BeBanwiy. rH rior] And to this being rooted 
and becoming built up there is to be added the being stablished by the faith, 
as the development of qualify in the case, in order that no loose réoting 
may take place, nor any slack building be formed. The dative rj wiore: (see 
the critical remarks) is to be taken as instrumental, not: with respect to (in 
opposition to de Wette), since the following modal definition epioo. év 
airh specifies, not. how they are to be stablished én respect of the faith, but 
how they are to be stablished by it, by the fact, namely, that they are rich 
in faith; poverty in faith would not be sufficient to bring about that estab- 
Highnient. In like manner we should have to take the reading év r. wiore, 
which Hofmann defends. He, however, joins this i 7. riores not with 
BeBaoip., but with the following ‘mepioobovrec,—a connection which is- 
_ excluded by the genuineness of év abr, bu which is, even apart from this, 
to be rejected, because Paul would, in order to be fairly intelligible, have 


: Comp. 1 Cor, i110, 12; Eph. ii. 20; Men... . case of érouxod. at any rate we have to think 


Anab. fii. 4, 11;. Plat. Legg. v. p. 736 E. ; of the foundation, takes év airg.in the sense 
- £Hofmann inappropriately, since in the that Christ surrowads the building. 
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inserted the é» abr@ only after BeSatobpevo,, to which it would also refer— 
raflisg édiddyé.] namely, to become stablished by the faith. For this they have 
received (from. Epaphras, 1. i. 7) the instructions which are to guide them.— 
mepoceboures *.7.4,] 18 subordinate to the BeBaoby., and that as specifying 
the measure of the faith, which must be found in them in order that they 
may be stablished through. faith ; while at the same time the requisite 
wital expression, consecrated to God, of the piety of the believing heart is 
brought out by év ebyap.: while ye are abounding in the same amidst thanks- 
giving, i.e. while ye are truly rich in faith, and at the same time giving 
‘thanks to God for this blessing of fullness of faith. The emphasisis upon 
mepeoo., in which lies the more precisely defining element; repicoebew iv is 
nothing clse than the usual abundare aliqua re, to have abundance of some- 
thing (Rom. xv. 18; 1 Cor. viil..7; Phil. i. 9, e¢al.), and é ebyap. indicates — 
an accompanying circumstance in the case, the ethical consecration of grate- 
fal piety, with which the richness in faith must be combined; comp. iil. | 
17, 1.12. It is well explained, in substance, by Theophylact: sep:oady re 
évdelxvectiae dv th wloret, ebyapiorobyres TH eq, bre pElwcev ypag Toueityg yapctos, © 
Kal pp gavroig tiv mpoxoriy éxtypddovras. Rightly also by Oecumenius, who 
takes éy ebyap. as equivalent to cby ebyap.'. Others, however, regard é» 
ebyap. as belonging to mepicc. Such is the view not only of the majority 
who reject év atri on critical grounds (as Ewald), but also of Luther, 
“Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, Huther (that the Colossians in their faith towards 


- God... are to show themselves abundantly grateful). De Wette favors 


this rendering on the ground that the clause is not attached by «ai, which, 
however, is quite in keeping with the circumstance that mspio. wrA. ig 
- subordinate to the BeSaiiu, «7.2. In opposition to the combination epics, 
dy sbyap. there may be urged, first, the arrangement of the words in itself; 
secondly, the fact that év atr7 would be superfluous; and thirdly, that all 


the other elements of the verse refer to the nature of faith, and hence the 


latter, in harmony with the context, is to be regarded also in the last par- 


_. ticipial clause as the object of the discourse, whereas év ebyep. is tobe treated 


“aga relation associated with the faith. 

Ver. 8. [On vy. 8-10, see Note XXXII. pages 834-836.] Be wpon your 
guard, lest ‘there shall be some one carrying you away as a prey. In that case, 
how grievously would what I have just been impressing upon your hearts, 
in vy. 6, 7, be rendered fruitless! [XXXITa.] The future tora after pf 
(comp. Heb. ill. be has arisen from the apprehension that the case es 
yet actually occur? As to the participle with the article, comp. on Gal. i. 
tiie slow of tapdocovrec. —Respecting fuer) belonging to. the laier 
Greek, see Eustath. ad Ji. v. p. 398, 52. [XXXII b.| Very inaccurately 
rendered by the Vulgate : decipiat.. oH “‘Aristaen: li, 22, joined with oixov, it 
means fo rob; and is so taken here by Hilary, Chrysostom, "Theodoret 
(éroouhay Tip miro), Theophylact Sia wri) Luther, Wolf, and many nee : 







-1Comp, Castalio, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, ae 28e6 Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p.451 A; Hart. 
Estius, Cornelius: a. Lapide, Bahr, Steige 


“ung, Partikell, U1. p. 180°; Ellendt, Len. 
Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, -Dalmer, ze Sopa. IL, p. log. Comp, also on -Gal. iv. 11: 
‘Hofmann, and others. 
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including Baumgarten-Crusius. But the stronger sense of the word prae- 
dam abigere? is in keeping with the verb of the previous exhortation, zepure- 
reire,ag Well as with the purposely chosen peculiar expression in itself, which 
is more significant than the classical cvtdy or ovdetew, and serves vividly to’ 
illustrate the idea of the seduetion, through which one falls under extra- 
neous power, as respects its disgracefulness—id rig gidocodiag x, Kevge ardryc} 
through philosophy and empty deceit. It is to be observed that neither the 
preposition nor the article is repeated before xerjc? because with xat Kev - 
azar. there is added no further element different from rie g:Aoco¢. (in oppo- 
sition to Hofmann), but only that which the philosophy in its essence ts + it is 
empty deception, that is, having no real contents; the rdavosoyia (ver, 4), 


with which it is presented, is a keveayopia (Plat. Rep. p. 607 B), and kevodoyia,. 


(Plut. Mor. Bp 1069 C)3 The gAocogia, however, against which Paul utters _ 
his warning, is not philosophy generally and in itself,—a view at variance 
with the addition «x, Kevig drat. closely pertaining to it, however much the . 
wisdom of the world in its degeneracy,* as experience was conversant with 
its phenomena in that age, may have manifested itself to the apostle as 
foolishness when compared with the wisdom of the gospel (1 Cor. i. 18 ff, 
ii. 6). Rather, he has in view (comp. ver. 18) the characteristic specula- 
tion, well known to his readers, which engaged attention in Colossae and the 
surrounding district,® and consisted of a Gnostic theosophy mixed up with 
Judaism (Essenism). This is, on account of its nature directed to the | 
_supersensuous and its ontological character, correctly designated by the 
~ term philosophy in general, apart from its relation to the truth, which is 
signalized by the «. xevico ardryg appended’? (Plat. Def. p. 414. C: ric rév 
bptep det éxiorgung bpetre eg Bewpytiny rod dayfode, moe adAnbéc). Possibly it was - 
-also put forward by the false teachers themselves expressly under this 

designation.’ The latter is the more probable, since Paul uses the word 
only in this passage.” The nature of this philosophy is consequently to be 


1 Heliod. x. 35; Nicet. Ann. 5, p. 96 D. 
.28ee Kthner, IT. 1, pp. 476, 528; Buttmann, 
Neut. Gr. p. 86 [E. T. 100]. 


tainment, it is not a cer) aaarn, but an imper- 
‘fectio. Fathers of the Church also, as ég. 
Clemens Al. (comp. Spiess, Logos spermat. p. 


3.On the idea of xgrés (1 Cor. xv. 14; Eph. v. 
6), comp, Dem, 821, 1L: xevwraroy mavtay Ad- 
yur Aéyouar, and on arary, Plat. Soph. p. 260 C: 
byros 88 ye WeiSovus fot amaTy .. .. Kal phy 
andrys obeys <idadwy re Kat eixdvur Hoy Kat 
davracvias wavTa avayKy “eoTa evar 
4Comp. Herm. gottesd. Alterth. 212; 
, Culturgesch. d. Grinels u. Rom. I. p, 236 ff, II. 
“pe 183. 
. 'Comp. Luther's frequent denunciations 
of philosophy, under which he had present 
to his mind its degener acy in the Aristotelian 
scholasticism. 
Comp. also Calovius. The latter rightly 
remarks how ddiAordhws and ddeoAdyws Men 


wonld proceed, who should regard philosophi- 


eal and: theological truth as- opposites; and 
* paints. out that if Greek philosaphy do not 


. ‘teach the doctrine of eternal life and its at- 


and 


341), aptly distinguish philosophy itself from 
the phenomena of its abuse.. The. latter are 
philosophy also, but not in accordance with 
the truth of the eoneeption, 

7 These words «, kev, ar. characterizing the 
philosophy meant, are therefore all the less 
to be regarded, with Holtamann, as a tauto- 
logical insertion ; and it is mere arbitrariness 
to claim the words cara 7. wapad, ray avbpwm. 
for the Synoptical Gospels (Matt. xv. 2f); as 
if rapadoors (comp. especially Gal. i. 14) were — 
not sufficiently current inthe apostle’s 
writings. , 

8 Comp. the Sophists asthe dackovres eae 


‘ codety, Xen. Mem. i. 2.19; and clon arot wave 
 idévat, ini. 4.1). 


9 Comp. Bengel : “ quod adversarii jactabant. 


“esse philosophiam et sapientiam (ver. 23), id 
: Paulus inanem fraudem esse dicit,”” 
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révarded as 5 Judaistic. Oriental -1 we are ‘under no necessity to infer from 
the word ¢cAocodia a reference to Greek w isdom, as Grotius. did, suggesting 
the Pythagorean (Clemens Alexandrinus thought of the Epicureans, and 
"Tertullian of such philosophers as Paul had to do with at Athens). The 
idea that the “ sacrarum liferarum earumque recte interpretandarum scien- 
‘tia’? is meant, is opposed, not to the word in itself, but to the marks of 
heretical doctrine in our E pistle, and to the usage of the apostle, who 
never so designates the O. T. teaching and exposition, however frequently 
he speaks of it; although Philo gives it this name (see Loesner, Obss. p. 
864), and Josephus (see Krebs, p. 236) applies it to the systems of Jewish 
sects, and indeed the Fathers themselves apply it to the Christian doctrine 
(Suicer, T'hes. 3.v.); see Grimm on 2 Macc. i. 1, p. 298 f-—xara 7, wapdd. 7. 
‘avép.| might be—and this is the common view—closely joined with ardarne 
(Winer, p. 128 f. [E..T. 185 f]). [XXXII e.] But the. ob xara Xpeorév 
would not suit. this eorineation, since ardry is already in itself a definite 
and proper idea, in association with which a xaré Xporév would be incon- 
eeivable; whereas the figurative ovtaywyeiy still admits also the negative 
modal statement (ob xara X.) for greater definiteness. Accordingly kara r. 
rapad. «7.4. (comp. Steiger, Ellicott) is to be taken as definition of mode to 
ovdaywyav. Paul, namely, having previously announced whereby the ovaay- 
_oyéiy takes place, now adds for the still more precise description of that 
procedure, in order the more effectively to warn his readers against it, 
that in accordance with which it takes place, 7. e, what is the objective regu- 
dative standard by which they permit themselves to be guided. He does. 
this positively (kara tiv... . xécpov) and negatively (x. ob Kara Xpiorév), The 
genitive rav dvfp. isto be explained: gv wapé2aBe rapa tov dvfp, (comp. 2° 
. Thess. iii, 6), and 7év denotes the category, the traditio humana as such, 
- opposed to the divine revelation. Comp. Mark vii. 8. What is meant, 
doubtless, is the ritual Jewish tradition outside of the Mosaic law (comp. 
on Matt. xv. 2), the latter being excluded by rév avtp.; but Paul designates. 
the thing quite generally, according to the genus to which it belongs, as — 
human—karé rd crotyeia rob nbopov] Parallel of the foregoing: according to 
the elements of the world, i.e. according to the religious rudiments, with which 
~ non-Christian humanity occupies ttself. The expression in itself embraces 
- the ritual observances* both of Judaism and heathenism, which, in com- 
parison with the perfect religion of Christianity, are only “ puerilia rudi- 
~ menta” (Calvin), as it were the A BC of religion, so that Paul therefore in 
. this case also, where he warns his readers a gainst J udaistic enticing, charac- 
terizes the. matter according to its category. As tothe designation itself 
7 and. its various interpretations, see on Gal. iv. 8. Among the latest 
~ expositors, Bleek agrees with our view, while Hofmann explains: “because 
it oe philosophy which 3 is Obpertbods as ig dee) permits the material things, 





; The speculations of accglens’ are, poe foe 8Calvin well says: © Quid voeat elementa 

designated ag philosophy. in Philo. Pr mundi? Non dubium quin ceremonias ; nam 
. Keim, Gesch. Fes, Tsp. 292.00. ae - eontinuo post exempli loco speciem . una 
oo @Tittmann,. de vestigiis Gnosticon n nM. 2 : adduct; ciroumeisionem Beilicet.” 
iz Ffrustra quaesitis, p. 868. a : 












CHAP. IL. 9. 
0 fe d.” See in opposition 


Nhe? epaiacck : a 7 tandar . 2 
of which the created world consisis, to form its sta inGp. and té oTeLy. 


to this on Gal. lc. Both. expressions, rip mapao. ee , worthiessness and 
xéouov, have it as their aim to render apparent t a2) sy 9), Tfenee, 
unsuitableness for the Christian standpoint (comP- nar A a : uphatic: 
also, the contrast which, though obvious of itself, 15 rig let ee fo mer 
«at ob karé Xpiorév, The activity of that ovrayoyel?, ei nai sity, ‘ calted 
objective stundard; He, in accordance with His divine ba Sly 
Oe ee ee ern -ootlative for all activity 
above everything (see ver. 9), was to be the sole regtay de should be 
in Christian teaching, so that the standard guiding their wor’ 8 As the 
found in the relation of dependence upon Him; but instead of ts ie kon 
procedure of the ov2aywyav allows human tradition, and those monet 4 ne 1 
rudiments which the Christian is supposed to have long since left a na : 
to serve as his rule of conduct! How unworthy it is, therefore, to follow 
such seduction ! rhe ‘. 
Ver. 9. [XXXII d.] Since indeed in Him dwells, ete. This ix not “A 
peg upon which the interpolator hangs his own thoughts” (Holzmann). 
On the contrary, Paul assigns a reason for the ob nara Xpuardv jt tat i we th 
a view more effectually to. deter them from the false teachers. I he foreo 
of the reason assigned lies in the fact that, if the case stand so with CTirtst, 
ag is stated in vv. 9 ff, by every other regulative principle of ductrine that 
which is indicated in the words «cara Xpirdv is excluded and nepatlived. 
Others make the reason assigned refer to the warning: pAimere K,r.A., 90 
that ére adduces the reason why they ought to permit this warning to be - 
~ addressed to them (Hofmann, comp. Huther and Bleck); but, in oppesi« 
tion to this view, it may be urged that the év air placed ciphiatically 
first (in Him and in no other) points back to the immediately preceding: 
od kara Xpioréy (comp. Chrysostom and Calvin); there is therefore noth 
ing to show that the reference of ér: ought to be carried further Imel (to 
Paérere). In Christ the whole fullness of Godhead—what x contrast to the 
human rapddoor and the orotyeia of the world !—karornel] The present, for 
it is the evalfed Christ, in the state of His heavenly dééa, that is in view, 
Comp. i.15. In Him the entire rAgpaya has its Kkarougrppuvy (Kp. ti. 22), 
so that He is the personal bearer of it, the personal seat of its essential 
presence.—rav 1d rAypona [XXXII e] (comp. on i, 19) is here mare pres | 
cisely defined by the “vocabulum abstractum significantissimam.” (Bengel) 
the Gedtyrac, Which specifies what dwells in Christ in its entire fulluess, #7. «. 
not, it may be, partially, but in its complete entirety. [XXXII f.]) On 
the genitive, comp. Rom. xi. 25, xv. 29. It is not the genitive auctoris:! 
the very abstract Geéryr. should have been a sufficient warning ayninst 
this view, as well as against the interpretation: “id quod inest Geiryre” 
(Bihy). 7 Gedryc, the Godhead (Lucian, Icarom. 9; Plut. Mor. p. 415 ¢ , 
the abstract from ¢ @edc, is to be distinguished from + berry, Che 
abstract from @eioe (Rom. i. 20; Wisd. xviii. 19; Tuucian, de elimi. 
47). The former is Deitas, the being God, t.e. the divine essence, Godhead : 


YNésselt::“universa comprehensio eorum, quae Deus per Christum y 


@llet fa frome 
transferre.” 


~» before the Incarnation it was in the Adyoc (Gedo qu 6 Adyos, 
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the latter is divinitas, i.e. the divine quality y, godlikeness. See on Rom. i. 
20. Accordingly, the essence of God, undivided and in its whole fullness, 
dwells in Christ in His exalted state, so that He is the essential and ade- 
quate image of God (i. 15), which He could not be if He were not pos- 
sessor of the divine essence. The distinction between what is here said 
about Christ and what is said about Him in i. 19 is, that the wAgpapa is 
here meant metaphysically, of the divina essentia, but in the former passage 
charismatically, of the divina gratia, and that xarowely is conceived here 
as in present permanence, but in the former passage historically (namely, 
of Christ’s historical, earthly appearance). See on 1.19. The erroneous 
attempts that have been made to explain away the literal meaning thus 
definitely and deliberately expressed by Paul, are similar to those in i. 19. 
One of these, in particular, is the mis-explanation referring it to the 
church ag the God-filled organ of divine self-revelation (Heinrichs, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Schenkel) which has its dwelling-place in Christ.! Already 
Theodoret (comp. rivée in Chrysostom), indeed, quotes the explanation 
that Christ signifies the church in which the wAgpopa dwells, but on account 
of cupartnos hesitates to agree to it, and rather accedes‘to the common 
_-view, thereby deviating from his interpretation of 1.19. Theophylact. is» 
substantially right (comp. Chrysostom and Oecumenius): e ri éorw. 6 
— Oede Zéyoe, gv abr@ olxet, so that the fullness of the Godhead in the ontolog- 
deal, and not in the simply mystical or morally relig gious sense (de Wette) is. 
~ meant.—But how does it dwell in Christ?  cauariae, in bodily fashion, 4. e. 
in such a way that through this indwelling in Christ it is in a bodily form 
of appearance, clothed with a body? It is not in Christ (dcwpdérwc), as 
John 1.1), but 
(comp. also Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 260 ££) it is in His glorified body (Phil. iii. 
21), § go that the éy wop¢f Osod and toa OG elvac, which already existed in 
the Adyoc doapKoc (Phil. ii. 6), now in Christ’s estate of exalt: ation—which 
‘sueceeded the state of humiliation, whereby the pops} ecb was aftected— 
- have a bodily frame, are in bodily personality’ Of course the 6edrn¢ does 
not thereby itself come into the ranks of the owyarixal oboia (Plat. Loer. 
p. 96 A), but is in the exalted Christ after a real fashion couarie eidec 
. Luke iit. 22), and therefore Christ Himself is the visible divine-human 
image of the invisible God.(i..15), In this glory, as Possessor of the God- 
head dwelling in Him bodily, He will also appear at the Parousia~an 
appearance, therefore, which will manifest Hae visibly (1 John iti. 4) as 


“1Thus, thileod, the fullness of the Godhead Christ (Rom. viii. 9; Gal. iv. 6; Phil. i. 19). 

haz been removed from Christ, but there has 2Comp. also Hofmann in loc, and: Schrift 
only been gained instead of: it the unbiblical — bew. Rad 1,°p. 295. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 428, 
idea that the church dwells in Christ. The — ed. 2 


¢hurch has its ‘support in Christ asthe cor- ee is | now only worth remarking histori 


ner-stone (Eph. ii. 20, 21), but it does not dwelt 
in Him, On the contrary, Christ dwells in the 
_ church, which is His body, and the wAjpwpa, 
filled by Him (see on Eph. i. 23), namely, in ~ 







virtue. of the. Spirit dwelling in the: chun 
Bee: on, Eph. ii. 22), which is the: ‘Spirit 0 


einians have twisted our yerse. 





cally, but is almost incredible, how the So- 
a Its sense in 
their view is: “quod. in dostrina ipsitis tota 
Dei voluntas integre et reapse est patefacta, is 
Catech, Racov. 194, p. 398, ed. Oeder. Colovius 


gives a refutation in detail. 


the actual émipdvera. THC ‘astne Tow _peydhov Ge0i 5 (Tit i. 18). The reference | 
of the whole statement, however, to the exalted Christ is placed beyond 
question by the use of the present. catoixei, Which asserts the presently 
existing relation, without requiring a viv along with it (in opposition to 
Huther). The renderings: essentialiter, odode, in which case some 
thought of a contrast to the divine évépyeca in the prophets (see Theophy- 
lact), and: realiter? in which was found the opposite of rummée (ver. 17), 
are linguistically inappropriate; for owyarté¢e never means anything clse 
than corporeus. Comp. on the adverb, Plut. Mor. p.424 D. The less 
justifiable is the hypothesis of Rich. Schmidt (Paul. Christol. p. 191), that 
in the term swyarié the contrast of ver. 17 was already present to the. 
apostle’s mind. Those who adopt the erroneous explanation of rAfpoya’ 
as referring to the church, assign to cwparcdc the meaning: “so that the 
church stands related to Him as His body” (Baumgarten-Crusius and 
Schenkel), which issues in the absurdity that the body of Christ is held to 
dwell in Christ, whereas conversely Christ could not but dwell in His 
body. Itis true that the church is related to Christ as His body, not, 
however, in so far as it dwells in Him (and, according to the context, this 
must have been the case here, if the explanation in question be adopted), 
but either in so far as He dwells én i, or in so far as He is its Head, which 
latter thought is quite foreign to the connection of the passage; for even 
in ver. 10 Christ is not called the Head of the church, It is, moreover, to 
be observed, that the adverb is placed emphatically at the end. The 
special reason, however, on account of which the xaromeiy «7.2. is thus 
prominently set forth as bodily, cannot, indeed, be directly shown to have 
been supplied by the circumstances of the Colossians, but is nevertheless 
to be recognized in an apologetic interest of opposition to the false 
teachers, who by their doctrines concerning the angels (comp. ver. 10: 
apwae «. éovc.) must have broken up, in a spiritualistic sense, the miijproua 
the Oedryroe. 

— Ver.10. Ket gore dv abra rexdnp.] [XXXII g. h.] still desonding on ore: 
and (since) ye are filled in Him, i.e. and since the ranpéry¢ which ye pos- 
sess rests on Him, the bodily Bearer of the divine rijpwya. [XXXIL 7] 
The two are correlative: from the rAgpoua rie beétyroc, which dwells in the 
exalted Christ, flows the merAnpapévov elvae of the Christian, which has its 
basis, therefore, in no other than in Christ, and in nothing else than just 
in fellowship with Him. Filled with what? was selfevident to the con- 
sciousness of the reader. It is the dynamic, charismatic wAjpucte, which 
Christians, in virtue of their union of life with the Lord, whose Spirit and 
fof are in them, have received, and continuously possess, out of the 
metaphysical wAppopa dwelling in Christ, out of the wAgpwpa tig OedtyTog:— 
The emphasis is not upon éoré, but, as shown by the subsequent relative 
definitions, upon év air®. If the rerAypapévov slvar depends on Him, on noth- 


*.1Qyril, Theophylact, Calvin, Beza, and 2 Augustine, Erasmus, Vatablus, Cornelius 
others, including Ustari, Steiger, Olshausen, _. a Lapide, Grotins, Schoetigen, Wolf, Nésselt, 
pia Bisping. ae Bleek, and others. 
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the latter is divinitas, i.e. the divine quality, godlikeness. See on Rom. i. 
20. Accordingly, the essence of God, undivided and in its whole fullness, 
dwells in Christ in His exalted state, so that. He is the essential and ade- 
auate image of God (i. 15), which He could not be if He were not pos- 
essor of the divine essence. The distinction between what is here said 
about Christ and what ‘is said about Him in i. 19 is, that the rAjpoua is 
here meant metaphysically, of the divina. essentia, but in the former passage 
charismatically, of the divina gratia, and that xaroweiy is conceived here 
as in present permanence, but.in the former passage historically (namely, | 
of Christ’s historical, earthly appearance). See on i.19.. The erroneous 
attempts that have been made to explain away the literal meaning thus 
definitely and deliberately expressed by Paul, are similar to those in i. 19. 
One of these, in particular, is the mis-explanation referring it to the 
church as the God-filled organ of divine self-revelation (Heinrichs, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Schenkel) which has its dwelling-place in Christ. Already 
Theodoret (comp. ravée in Chrysostom), indeed, quotes the explanation 
that Christ signifies the church in which the xAjpopa dwells, but on account 
of SupareKiig hesitates to agree to it, and rather accedes’to the common 
view, thereby deviating from his interpretation of i.19. Theophylact is - 
substantially right (comp. Chrysostom and. Oecumenius): eri dor, 6 
 Oedg Adyoc, év abrH oixet, So that the fullness of the Godhead in the ontolog- 
ical, and not in the simply mystical or morally religious sense (de Wette). is 
-meant.—But how does it dwell in Christ? ocwparinde, in bodily fashion, 7. e. 
in-such a way that through this indwelling in Christ it is in a bodily form . 
of appearance, clothed with a body4 It is not in Christ (dowpdraor), as 
e before the Incarnation it was in the Adyog (Ged¢ Fv 6 Adyos, John i. 1), but 
(comp. also Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 260 ff.) it is in His glorified body (Phil, iii. 
21), s0 that the év wopep Oecd and toa Oe elvar, which already existed in 
the Adyor daapxoc (Phil. ii. 6), now in Christ’s estate of exaltation—which 
- succeeded the state of humiliation, whereby the pop¢7y Ocod was affected— 
Rave a bodily frame, are in bodily personality Of course the éedrng does 
not thereby itself come into the ranks of the cwyareat obcia: (Plat. Locr. 
p. 96. A), but is inthe exalted Christ after a real fashion coparia@ cides 
Luke iii, 22), and therefore Christ Himself is the visible divine-human 
image of the invisible God (i. 15)... In this glory, as Possessor of the God- 
head dwelling in Him bodily, He will also appear at the Parousia—an 
ahpearence, nee which will manifest ean aay ed ohn: iil. 2) as 


el Thus, bined the fullness of the Gaited 


haa been removed from Christ, but there hag * 
only been gained instead of it the unbiblical. 


idea that the ‘church dwells in Christ. The 


ehareh has its Support in Christ as the cor- 


ner-stone (Eph. ti, 20, 21), but it does not dwelt 


in Him, On the contrary, Christ dwells in the 
éhurch, which:is: His bedy;-and the: mipuapa - their view is: * quod in doctrina ipsius tota 
Dei volunias integre et reapse est patefacta, Pe 
Catech. Racov. 194, p. 398, 6d. Onder.” Calovius 


gives s a  Fefutation 1 in detail. 


i filled by Him (see on Eph. i: 23), nam 
virtue of the Spirit dwelling in the ek 
Ges on BBs ti, eh which is the: spe 












Christ (Rom. viii: 9; Gal. iv.6; Phil. 4.19). 
2Comp. also Hofmann in loc, and Schrift. 
bew. “II. 1, B 29; Weiss, Bibl. Theotl.: B. 428, 


ad. 2 


8 Iti is now only worth remarking histori- 


: cally, but is almost incredible, how the So- 
“cinians have twisted our verse. Its sense in 
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the actual ériddvera rite SéEn¢ Tov peyédov Ocod (Tit. ii. 18). The reference 
of the whole statement, however, to the eralted: Christ is placed beyond. 
question by the use of the present xarocxet, Which asserts the presently 
existing relation, without requiring a viv along with it (in opposition to 
Huther), The renderings: cssentialiter, ovowda¢," in which case some 
thought of a contrast to the divine évépyeca in the prophets (see Theophy- 
lact), and: realiter in which was found the opposite of tum«ae (ver. 17), 
are linguistically inappropriate; for cwuarcée never means anything else 
than corporeus. Comp. on the adverb, Plut. Mor. p.424 D. The less 
justifiable is the hypothesis of Rich. Schmidt (Paul. Christol. :p. 191), that 
in the term cwparide the contrast of ver. 17 was already present to the _ 
apostle’s mind. Those who adopt the erroneous explanation of rAfpaua 
as referring to the church, assign to cwparexdc the meaning: “so that the 
church stands related to Him as His body” (Baumgarten-Crusius and. 
Schenkel), which issues in the absurdity that the body of Christ is held to 
‘dwell in Christ, whereas conversely Christ could not but dwell in His 
body. It is true that the church is related to Christ as His body, not, 
however, in so far as it dwells in Him (and, according to the context, this 
must have been the case here, if the explanation in question be adopted), 
but either in so far as Ze dwells in i, or in so far as He is tts Head, which 
latter thought is quite foreign to the connection of the passage; for even 
in ver. 10 Christ is not called the Head of the church. It is, moreover, to 
be observed, that the adverb is placed emphatically at the end. The 
special reason, however, on account of which the xaromeiv «7.2. is thus 
prominently set forth as bodily, cannot, indeed, be directly shown to have 
been supplied by the circumstances of the Colossians, but is nevertheless — 
to be recognized’ in an apologetic interest of opposition to the false 
teachers, who by their doctrines concerning the angels (comp. ver. 10: 
apyi¢ «. éove.) must have broken up, in a spiritualistic sense, the hips 4 
tie Osdrnros. 

Ver. 10. Kai gore év abd wendnp.| [XX XIT g. he] still depending on ore: 
and (since) ye are filled in Him, i.e. and since the raypéry¢ which ye pos- 
sess rests on Him, the bodily Bearer of the divine rAjpaya. [XXXIT 2] 
The two are correlative: from the rAfpupa rie Oeétyroc, Which dwells in the 
exalted Christ, flows the wexAnpauévov elvac of the Christian, which has its 
basis, therefore, in no other than in Christ, and in nothing else than just 
in fellowship with Him. Filled with what? was self-evident to the con- 
sciousness of the reader. It is the dynamic, charismatic mAjpwow, which. 
Christians, in virtue of their union of life with the Lord, whose Spirit and 
tw are in them, have received, and continuously possess, out of the 
metaphysical rijpoua dwelling in Christ, out of the rAjpopa tie Oeérnro¢:— 
The emphasis is not upon éoré, but, as shown by the subsequent relative 
definitions, upon év airé. Ifthe rerAnpopévoy sivas depends on Him, on noth- 
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: “ing and ‘on no one buton Him, then everything else which amare teach | 
_-you, and with which they may wish to seize youand conduct y owin leading 
~~ strings, is-ob xard Xpiordv. With due attention to this emphasis of év aa we 
should neither have expected tyci¢ (in opposition to de Wette; comp. Estius 
and others: “ef vos”) nor have explained éoré, in an imperative pense Gin 
opposition to Grotius, Bos, Heumann) ; which latter view : is to be 
~ rejected, because the entire connection is not paracnetic, and generally 
~ because, whilst a xAnpotofe (Eph. v. 18) or yivecte werdgp. may, tate mem hip. 
eannot, logically be enjoined.’ There is, moreover (comp. also Ef ofmann), 
nothing to be supplied with wenAnp. (usually: rig bedraroe, see Theophylact 
and Huther; de Wette, Bleek: tod Aypap. 7. Oedr.), since the specifically 
. ‘ontological sense of the purposely-chosen Bedra7rog would not even be con- 
sistent with the supposed equalization of the Christians with Christ? and 
this equalization does not exist at all, because Paul has not written’ kai 
‘ipeic. In what their being filled. consisted, was known to the readers 
~ from their own experience, without further explanation ; their thoughts, 
however, were to dwell upon the fact that, since their being full depended 
on Christ, those labors of the false teachers were of quite another charac- 
ter than ara Xpiorév.—ae éorw 9 xegady x.7.A.] This, as also ver. 11, now 
supplies confirmatory information regarding the fact that. they have their 
being filled not otherwise than just in Christ ; namely, neither through 
- dpyal. x. sovela, since Christ is the head of every apy) and éovsia; nor 
yet through cirewmeision, since they have received in Christ the real. 
ethical circumcision.—zdore apy. «. éovc.] is not more precisely defined 
agin Eph. iii, 10; hence, in virtue of the munus regium of the Lord quite 
- generally : every principality and power, but with the tacit apologetic refer- 
ence: consequently also of the angelic powers (i. 16) belonging to these 
- categories and bearing these names, to whose mediation, to be attained 
through Opyoxeia, the false teachers direct you,—a reference which Hof- 
mann, understanding the expressions in the sense of spiritual beings rul- 
ing arbitrarily and in opposition to God especially over the Gentile world 
-. (notwithstanding the fact that Christ is their Head /), groundlessly denies; 
gee ver. 18. If Christ be the Head of every apyf and éovsia, 4. ¢. their 
~ governing sovereign, the Christian cannot have anything to expect. from. 
- any angelic powers subordinate to Christ,—a result involved in the union 
_ in which He stands to the Higher, to Christ Himself—With the reading 
6 deriv (gee the critical remarks), which is also preferred by Ewald,’ Lach- 
-; mann has placed xai éore év abt mexdyp. in a parenthesis. But, while 
_ this important thought would neither have motive nor be appropriate as- 
~-a mere parenthesis, it would also be imvroper that the neuter subject ra 


. 1Calovius has. well said: “Banefictum — vor koi duets dore rhs Gedryt0s, Theophylact. 
_ Christi, non nostrum officium;” comp. Wolf. ® Inasmuch as he takes.§ éorw directly as 
_ Incomplete opposition to the context, Gro-  seilicet, utpote, and regards this usage as a 
_ tus brings out the sense: “illo contentiestote;”_lingnistie peculiarity of this Epistle. But 
_ Which hesupportsby theremark: “quiaquod: . this rendering is not required either in i, 24 
_ plenum est, nihil aliud desiderat” ii. 17; and respecting 1,27, see the eriti- 
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rAjpaua rt. Gedr. Should be designated as 4 «edad} «.7.2., which applies 
rather to the personal possessor of the wAgpwua, to Christ. 

Ver. 11. [On Vv. 11-15, see Note XX XIII. pages 336-338.] Respecting the 
connection and its reference to the false teachers, so far as they “lezgem 
evangelio miscebant” (Calvin), see on ver. 10. [XXXII a.J—iv 9} like 
év ait in ver. 10: on whom it also causally depends that ye, ete. This 
applies to the point of time of their entrance into the union with Christ, 
as is clear from the historical zepery., which took place on them through 
their conversion (comp. ver. 12).—xai] also circumcised were ye. The «ai 
is the simple also, which, however, does not introduce an element in- 
cluded under erAypou. éote (Hofmann), but to the previous relative state- 
ment (é¢ gore «.7.4.) appends another; comp. ver. 12. Hofmann’s objec- 
tion, that the foregoing relative statement has indeed reference to the 
readers, but 7s made without reference to them, is an empty. subtlety, which 
is connected with the erroneous rendering of rdoye apyijc «. éGove—mepirouy 
ayeipor.| is not supplementary and parenthetical (Hofmann), as if Paul 
had written wepiropny dé ayepor., but appends immediately to wepierutd. 
its characteristic, whereby it is distinguished from what. is elsewhere meant 
by circumcision; hence the thought is: “in your union with Christ there 
has also tuken place a circumcision upon you (Gentiles), which is not (like the 
Jewish circumcision) the work of hands ;” comp. Eph. ii.11. On the word 
ayeipor. itself (which is similar to a@yecpotpyyroc, Poll. ti. 154), in analogous 


antithetical reference, comp. Mark xiv. 58; 2 Cor. v.1; and on the idea 


of the inner ethical circumcision, of which the bodily is the type, comp. | 
Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6; Ezek. xliv. 7; Acts vii, 51.—év ri drexdboee «.7.A.] 
[XXXII b.] This characteristic mepietejOyre wept. aye. took place by 
means of the putting off of the body of the flesh, which was accomplished in 
your case (observe the passive connection), i.e. in that the body, whose 
essence and nature are flesh, was taken off and put away from you by God? 
With reference to év rh arexdioe «.7.4., which is to be coupled not merely 
with epieruqOyre (Hofmann), but with the entire specifically defined con- 
ception of circumcision mepietu. mepir. dyeepor., it is to be noticed: (1) that 
the genitive ric odpxoc is the genitivus materiae, as in i. 22; (2) that the 
cdpé here is not indifferent, but means the flesh as the seat of sin, and of 
is lusts and strivings (Rom. vil. 28, 25, vill. 8,18; Gal. v.16; Eph. it. 8; 
Col. iii. 5, e¢ al.); so that Paul (8) might have conveyed the idea of 76 cde 
Tie caps, also by 7d cima rie dzapriag (Rom. vi. 6), but the description by 
tic capkde Was suggested to him by the thought of the circumcision (Rom. 
ii, 28; Eph. ii. 11). (4) The significant and weighty expresion dmexdboee 
(the substantive used only here, the verb also in ver. 15, iii. 9; Josephus, 
Anitt, vi. 14. 2) is selected in contrast to the operation of the legal circum- 
‘cision, which only wounded the cdma r. capkdc and removed a por- 
‘tion of one member of it; whereas the spiritual circumcision, divinely 


'18ee Michaelis in loc., and the expositors daméeduous cannot’ have passive significance. 

on Ror. if. 29; Schoettgen, Hor. I. p.815. | But this itis mot alleged to have: God is the 
2Cormpare Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11.2, p.171.  aarexddwv, t.¢., He who, as author of regenera« 

~The same writer, however, now objecis' that tion, puts off from man the body of flesh. - 
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ing and on no one but on Him, ‘ion: eerie else wien men may teach 
you, and with which they may wish to seize you and conduct you in leading 
strings, is ob xara Xpiorév. With due attention to this emphasis of év abr, we 
should neither have expected iyeic (in opposition to de Wette; comp. Estius 
and others: “e vos”) nor have explained éoré, in an imperative sense (in 
opposition to Grotius, Bos, Heumann); which latter view 1s to -be 
rejected, because the entire connection is not paraenetic, and generally 
because, whilst a xAgpotote (Eph. v. 18) or yiveohe mexdyp. may, tore werdnp. 
cannot, logically be enjoined) There is, moreover (comp. also Hofmann), 
nothing to be supplied with men dnp. (usually : the Geérytoc, see Theophylact 
and Huther; de Wette, Bleek : ro wAypdu. 7, Oedr.), since the specifically 
ontological sense of the purposely-chosen @eéryro¢ would not even be con- 
sistent with the supposed equalization of the Christians with Christ,’ and 
this equalization does not exist at all, because Paul has not written’ «al 
tusic. In what their being filled consisted, was known to the readers 
- from their own experience, without further explanation ; their thoughts, 
however, were to dwell upon the fact that, since their being full depended 
on. Christ, those labors of the false teachers were of quite another charac- 
ter than xaré Xprorév.—ic éorw 4 xegaay x.7.A.] This, as also ver. 11, now 
supplies confirmatory information regarding the fact that they have their 
being filled not otherwise than just tn Christ; namely, neither through 
apyai x, éovgia, since Christ is the head of every apy# and éovcia; nor 
yet through circumcision, since they have received: in Christ the real 
ethical circumcision.—day¢ apy. x. éovc.] is not more precisely defined 
as in Eph. iii. 10; hence, in virtue of the munus reginum of the Lord quite 
. generally : every principality and power, but with the tacit apologetic refer- 
“ence: consequently also of the angelic powers (i. 16) belonging to these 
- eategories and bearing these names, to whose mediation, to be attained 
“through Opyoxeia, the false teachers direct you,—a reference which Hof- 
mann, understanding the expressions in the sense of spiritual beings rul- 
ing arbitrarily and in opposition to God especially over the Gentile world 
_ (notwithstanding the fact that Christ is their Head /), groundlessly denies; 
gee ver. 18. If Christ be the Head of every dpyf and éoucia, 4. ¢, their 
governing sovereign, the Christian cannot have anything to expect from 
‘any angelic powers subordinate to Christ,—a result involved in the union 
in which He stands to'the Higher, to Christ Himself—With the reading 
_ & éorm (see the critical remarks), which is also preferred by Ewald, Lach-: 
mann has placed xai éore dy airs wemdyp. in a parenthesis. But, while 
this important thought would neither have motive nor be appropriate as 
a mere parenthesis, it would ae bei Epproper that the neuter subject rd 
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rajpoua t. Gedr. Should be designated as % xegad) x.7.4., which. applies 
rather to the personal possessor of the rAspwua, to Christ. 

Ver. 11. [On Vv. 11-15, see Note XXXII. pages 836-838.] Respecting the 
connection and its reference to the false teachers, so far as they “legem 
evangelio miscebant” (Calvin), see on ver. 10. [XXOXTIT a.J—év 9] like 
éy avT@ In ver. 10: on whom it also causally depends that ye, ete. This 
applies to the point of time of their enfrance into the union with Christ, 
as is clear from the historical repiery., which took place on. them thr ough 
their conversion (comp. ver. 12)—x«ai] also circumcised were ye. The xai 
is the simple also, which, however, does not introduce an element in- 
cluded under werAnpap. tore (Hofmann), but to the previous relative state- 
ment (b¢ éorw «.7.4.) appends another; comp. ver. 12.. Hofmann’s objec- 
tion, that the foregoing relative statement has indeed reference to the 
readers, but is made without reference to them, is an empty subtlety, which 
is connected with the erroneous rendering of xdoye apyi¢ x. éove.—ieprropeh 
ayepor.] is not supplementary and parenthetical (Hofmann), as if Paul 
had written mepcrouq dé ° ayepor., but appends immediately to weprerp/d. 
its characteristic, whereby it is distinguished from what is elsewhere meant 
by cireumcision ; hence the thought is: “in your union with Christ there 
has also taken place @ circumcision upon you (Gentiles), which is not (like the 
Jewish circumcision) the work of hands ;” comp. Eph, ii.11. On the word 
ayeipor. itself (which is similar to ayecpotpyyror, Poll. ii. 154), in analogous — 
antithetical reference, comp. Mark xiv. 58; 2 Cor. v.1; and on the idea 
of the Road ethical circumcision, of which the bodily is the type, comp. 
Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6; Ezek. xliv. 7; Acts vii. 51.—év ri amendhoe x.7.4.]. 
XXXII J This characteristic mepierpj)yte wept. axerp. took place by 

means of the putting off of the body of the flesh, which was accomplished in. 
your case (observe the passive connection), te. in that the body, whose 
essence and nature are flesh, was taken a and put away from you by God? 
With reference to év r@ amexdice x.7.4., which is to be coupled not merely 
with mepieruiOyre (Hofmann), but with the entire specifically defined con- 
ception of circumcision mepietp. mepit. dyerpor., it is to be noticed: (1) that 
the genitive ric adpxoc is the genitivus materiae, as ini. 22; (2) that the 
cdp& here is not indiflerent, but means the flesh as the seat of sin, and of 
its lusts and strivings (Rom. vii. 28, 25, vill. 3,18; Gal. v.16; Eph. 11.3; 

_ Col. iii. 5, et al); so that Paul (3) might have conveyed the idea of 7d céua 
tie capx, also by rd cdua tio duaptiag (Rom. vi. 6), but the description by 
a capkéce Was suggested to him by the thought of the circumcision (Rom. 

28; Eph. ii. 11). (4) The significant and weighty expresion drexdicee 

(ine siibatantine used only here, the verb also in ver. 15, 111.9; J osephus, 
Ant. vi. 14, 2) is selected in contrast to the operation of the legal circum- 
cision, which only wounded the céua 7. capsde and removed & por- 
tion of one member of it; whereas the spiritual circumcision, divinely 


' 1$@@ Michaelis in loc., and the expositors cere cannot’ have passive significance, 
“on Rom. if, 29; Sehoettgen, Hor. I. p. 815. “But this itis not alleged to have: God is the 

- 2Compare Hofmann, Schriftbew. 11,2, p. 171.  arexduiwy, t.¢., He who, as author of regenera- 

The same writer, however, now objects that tion, puts off from man the body of flesh. 
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performed, consiated 3 in a complete paring: aa doing away y ivith this body, 
-in-so far as God, by means of this ethical circumcision, has taken of and 

removed the sinful body from man (the two acts are expressed by. the 

double compound), like a garment which is drawn off and laid aside. 
‘Ethically, circumcised, 7. e. translated by conversion from the estate of sin 
into that of the Christian ie of faith and righteousness (see ver. 12), con- 
sequently born again as kau) xrioie,) as a xawde dvdporog created after God 
(Eph. iy. 24), man has no longer any caua rie capxég at all, because the 
body which he has is rid of the sinful odpf as such, as regards its sinful 
quality; he is:no longer év 7# oapsi as previously, when lust évypyeiro év 
“toig pédeowy (Rom. vii. 5; comp. ver. 23); he is no longer odpecvos, Tempa~ 
 pévog tad hv duaptiay (Rom, vii. 14), but is dead for sin (Rom. vi. 11); he 

has crucified the cape (Gal. v. 24), and no longer walks xaré odpxa, but: iv 

-kawbryrt. vebparog (Rom. vii. 6); by the law of the Holy Spirit he is freed , 
from the law of sin and death (Rom. viii. 2), é» avebyare (Rom. viii. 9), 

. dead with Christ (Gal. ii, 19; 2 Cor. v.14; Col. iii. 8), and risen, so. that 

his members are dria Giniauine T Oe@ (Rom. vi. 18). This Christian 
transformation is represented in its ideal aspect, which disregards the 
‘empirical imperfection, according to which the odpf is still doubtless even 
in the regenerate at variance with the mveiya (Gal. v.17). Our dogma- 
tists well deseribe regeneration as perfecta a parte Dei, but as imperfecta a 

- parte hominum recipientium.. To take céua in the sense of massa or aggre- 
" gaée (Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, and others, including Steiger and. Bihr?), 

_ is opposed as well to the context, in which the discourse turns wpon. cir- 
-. cumeision and (ver. 12) upon burial and resurrection, as also to the linguis- 
tie usage of the N. T. In classic authors it expresses the notion in ques- 

tion in the physical sense? and in later writers may also denote generally 

a whole consisting of parts (comp. Cicero, ad Att. 11.1.4). In opposition 
to the erroneous assumption that céua must: have a figurative meaning © 
“here, as Julius Miiller, 2. d. Siinde, I. p. 459 f,, still in the 5th ed., thinks,* 
“gee on Rom. vi.6; comp. also Hofmann, Schrifibew. I. p. 560 f—éy ry 
epuropi tod X.] by means of the circumcision of Christ, parallel to the pre- 
vious év rh dmexdioe «7.2. naming specifically (as different from that of 
‘the Old Testament) the circumcision described previously according to its 
nature. The genitive rod Xpicrod is to be rendered: the circumeision, , 
which ts produced through. Christ. The context requires this by the further 
: dar nation of the thing itself in ver. 12. COD: above, é q. one Christ 



















































The epoch of this transformation is 8 stands cipa of the “toto quasi vitiositatis. (r. 
sm (see Waiss, Bibl. Theol. p., 489, ed. capxés) corpore,” so that the. putting away of 
mp. Holtzmann, p. 178), by which, however, all immorality is denoted. eile Dal-, 
tism “of. Christian children is by no....mers © 

ied as the antitype of cireum- . #e.9, Plat, Tim. p 32 Cr rb Tod ebopeu gh po. 
iger, Philippi). Pome on 1 es a , Hipp. maj. p p. 801 B), 
Acts xvi. 1 Iso holds that Paul here conceives 
l'nature as a body whieh, in re- 
ve Christian: puts: off; and, that... 
undepetood only of the soetiise ‘s 
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is not conceived of as Himself the cirewmciser, in so far, namely, as by bap- 
tism (Theophylact, Beza, and others), or by His Spirit (Bleek), He accom- 
plishes the cleansing and sanctification of man (see on ver. 12); but as 
the One through whom, in virtue of the effective living union that takes 
place in conversion between man and Himself, this divine mepzrou#, in its 


character specifically different from the Israelite circumcision, is practi- . 


cally brought about and rendered a reality, and in so far it is based on Christ 
as its alric (Theodoret). It is not, however, baptism itself (Hofmann, fol- 
lowing older expositors) that is meant by the circumcision of Christ, 
although the predicate dyepor. would not be in opposition to this view, 


but the spiritual transformation, that. consecration of a holy state. of life, | 


which takes place in baptism; see ver. 12: & 16 Banriovate. According 


to Schneckenburger,! the dméxdvaig r. du. tr. capk. is meant of the death of 


Christ, and also the rep:ropy rod X. is’ meant to denote this death, so that 
the latter is an explanation by way of application of the former, in oppo- 
sition to the heretical recommendation of a bodily or mystical ep:roys. 
It may be decisively urged against this view, that after rio capsde there is 
no airot, (comp. i. 22), which was absolutely necessary, if the reader was 
to think of another subject than that of meperyyfyre; further, that ri 
axpogveria rie capxde tusv, in ver. 18, stands. in significant retrospective 
reference to the dméxdvowg.r. od. rig oapxég; and that overagévres 7.2. In 
ver. 12 is synchronous with repieruifyre «7.2. and represents substantially 
the same thing. Moreover, the description of the death of Christ as His 


circumcision would be all the more inappropriate, since, in the case of — 


. Christ, the actual circumcision was not absent. According to Holtzmann, 
the entire clause: év 7. drekd, tod ody. tT. capx., bv tr. reper. t. X., should -be 
deleted as an addition of the interpolator, because the expression aaa tie 


sapxéc has occurred at i. 22 in quite another—namely, an indifferent, gen- 


uinely Pauline—reference. This reason is incorrect, because in i. 22 it is 
not r#¢ capxéc, but tHe capxdg abrot, and this abrod makes the great essen- 


tial difference between the expression in that passage and that employed — 


in our present one. 
Ver. 12 supplies further information as to how the meprerp#Oyre, so far as 
it has taken place by means of the circumcision of Christ, has been accom- 


plished.—ouwvragévreg «.7.4.] synchronous. with mepieru. (comp. on'i, 20, 


elpnvorromoac): in that ye became buried with Him in baptism. The immer- 
sion in baptism, in accordance with its similarity to burial, is—seeing that 
baptism translates into the fellowship of the death of Christ (see on Rom. 
vil 8)-—a burial along with Christ, Rom. vi. 4. ‘Through that fellowship of 
death man dies as to his sinful nature, so that the cama rh¢ capxdg (ver. 11) 
ceases to live, and by means of the fellowship of burial is put off (ver. 11). 
~The subject who effects the joint burial is God, as in the whole context. 
‘In the burial of Christ this joint burial of all that confess Him as respects 
their sinful body was objectively completed; but it takes place, as respects 
each individually and in subjective BPPrOnTaWen, by their baptism, prior 


“4 


1In the Theol. Jahrb. 1848, p- 286 ff, 
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to W h the 5 iedtleation: of that fellowship ‘af. burial was, on the part of 
dividuals, still wanting. —iv @ «al ovvnyép0nre ] [XX XII ¢.] A new bene- 
2 fit, which has accrued to the readers v_ XpiorG, t and which in their case 
must bring still more clearly to. living: consciousness heir év Xputg@ we- 
- -gAnpopbvor elvar; so that, év o here is parallel to the éy 6 in ver. 11, and 
- -yefers to Christ, as does also abrdy subsequently. It is rightly taken thus, 
© following Chrysostom | and his successors, by Luther and most others, 
~ including Flatt, Bahr, Huther, Ewald, Others have referred. it to év ro 
| Parr.;? but, in. opposition to this may be urged, first, the very symmetry 
of the ‘discourse (ic. va dy @ wal... iv eal); secondly, and specially, 
the fact that, if ad refers to baptism, év could not be the proper prepo- 
: ce é 76 Barr., in accordance with the meaning of the word and 
¢ figure of burial, refers to the dipping into (not over: ‘flowing, as Hofmann. 
- thinks), whilst the spiritual awakening to new life,in which sense these 
EK expositors take owyyépé., would have taken place through the emerging 
~ again, so that we should expect é¢ od, or, at all events, the non-local d? ov} 
"and, thirdly, the fact that just as ovvragévre has its own more precise defi- 
nition by év 7 Barr., so also has owvyyép0. through dud ti wiorewe. 7.1, 
- and therefore the text affords no occasion for taking up-again for ovryyépé, 
_ the more precise definition of the previous point, viz. év 7@ Samriopare, 
No, the first benefit received in Christ which Paul specifies, viz. tne moral 
- eircumcision, accomplished by God through the joint burial in baptismal 
- immersion, has been fully handled in ver. 11 down to farriouart in ver. 
12, and there now follows. a second blessing received by the readers in 
Christ: (@ 6 xai): they have been raised up also with’ Christ, which has 
taken place through faith, etc. The previous joint burial was the necessary 
moral preliminary condition of this joint awakening, since through it the. 
aba tHe capxég was put off. This ow7yép8. is to be understood in the 
sense of the fellowship of the bodily resurrection of Christ, into which fellow- 
“ship man enters by faith in such a way that, in virtue of his union of life 
and destiny with Christ brought. about by means of faith, he knows his 
own resurrection as having taken place in that. of Christ—a benefit. of 
oint 1 restirrection, which is, indeed, prior to the Parousia, an édeal posses- 
on, but through the Parousia ‘becomes real (whether its realization be 
attained by resurrection proper in the case of the dead, or by the change 
shall take place in those who are still alive), Usually cuvyép0. is 
_ taken in the ethical sense, as referring to the spiritual awakening, viz. from 
moral death, so that Paul, after the negative aspect. of the regeneration 
11; Parriopar:, ver. 12), now describes its positive. character ; comp. 
uther, Ewald, Bleek, Hofmann. Buti in opposition to this view is. 
au a 6 nat, corresponding with the 
: g to Christ, mnakes 3 us expen S 
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the 4 @ «a.; as algo, that the inference of participation in the proper res- 
urrection of Christ from death lies at the basis of the following rod éyeipay- 
roc abrav ék vexpov. Comp. on Eph. ii. 1, and ii. 5, 6. Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, and Oecumenius have already correctly explained it of the 
proper resurrection («ai yap éynyspueba ri duvdyer, eb kai pi) rh évepyela), but 
Theophylact makes it include the ethical awakening also: holding that 
it is to be explained. xara dio rpérove, of the actual resurrection in spe, and 
at the same time Gru mvevpariude tiv vécpwow tev Epyav Tie auaptiag areppi- 


paper.—di tig mlorewe x.7.2.] The rie xiorewe is described by Holtzmann, » 


p. 70, as syntactically clumsy and offensive; he regards-it as an interpola- 
tion borrowed from Eph. i.19 f Groundlessly ; Paul.is describing the suzb- 
jective medium, without which the joint awakening, though objectively 
and historically accomplished in.the resurrection of Christ, would not be 
appropriated individually, the Ayrrx«dy for this appropriation being want- 
ing. The unbeliever has not the blessing of having risen with Christ, 
because he stands apart from the fellowship of life with Christ, just as also 
he has not the reconciliation, although the reconciliation of all has been 
accomplished objectively through Christ’s death. The genitive ric évep- 
yelag 7. 0. is the object of faith; so Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Zeger, Grotius, Estius, Cor- 


nelius a Lapide, Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, and others, including Baumgar- » 


ten-Crusius, Ewald, Bleek, and Hofmann, in the 2d ed. of the Schriftbew. 


TL 2,p.i74f. But others, such as Luther (“through the faith which God — 


works”), Bengel, Flatt, Bahr, Steiger, de Wette, Bohmer, Huther, eal, 


take tice évepy. r. O.as genitivus causae, for which, however, Eph. i. 19 is 


not to be adduced (see in loc.), and in opposition to which it is decisive 
that in all passages, where the genitive with ior is not the believing 


subject, it denotes the object? and that the description of God as the Being . 


who has raised up Christ from the dead stands most naturally and directly 
in significant reference to the divine activity which procures, not the 
Jiuith, ut the ovveyeipeotac, and which is therefore set forth in a very appro- 
priate manner as the special object? of faith (comp. iv. 17, 24, vi. 8, x. 9; 
2 Cor. iv, 18,14; Eph.i. 19 f; 1 Pet. i. 21). At the basis, namely, of the 
tov éyeipavrog abr. éx verp. lies the certainty in the believer’s consciousness: 
since God has raised up Christ, His activity, which has produced this 
principale and majus, will have included therein the consequens and minus, 
my resurrection with Him, To the believer the two stand in such essential 
connection, that in the operation of God which raised up Christ. he 
beholds, by virtue of his fellowship of life with Christ, the assurance of 
his own. resurrection having taken place along with that act; in the 


former he has the pledge, the évéyupov (Theodoret) of the latter. Hof 


mann now again (as in the first ed. of the Schrijtbeweis) explains ric évepy. 
tT. &.a8 in apposition to ri¢ riorewc, in such a way that Paul, “as if correct- 


ing himself,’ makes the former take the place of the latter, in order to 


1Mark xi.22; Acts iii. 16; Rom. iil) 22; Gal. 2The efficacy of the divine power shown in 
ii, 16, 20, Hi. 22; Eph, iit. 12; Phil. i. 27, iii.9; the resurrection of Christ is the guarantee: of 
2 Thess, 1.13; Jas. ii.1; Rev. if. 13, xiv. 12. the certainty of salvation. \ ; 
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saard against the danger of his Pendens conceiving to themselves faith as. 

a conduct on man’s part making possible the participation in the resurrec- 

tion of Christ by God, while in reality it is nothing else than the product 

of the évépyea of God. A quite gratuitously. invented selfcorrection, with- 

out precedent, and undiscoverable by the reader; although the thought, 
-4£it had entered the mind of Paul, might have been. indicated with the 
utmost simplicity and ease Posey by Sud THs loreig, pidaov O& did THC 
évepy. tT. 9.). 

Ver. 13. Since that ouvyyépOyre was the spake to eternal life, Paul now 
ee goes on to give special prominence to this great blessing, the making alive, 
-. and that in reference to the Gentile-Christian position of the readers; and 

~ to this -he annexes, in ver, 14 f, an anti-Judaistic triumphant statement 

reminding them. of the chinéelling of their debt-bond with the law—To 
attach xat suac... capxdg dudv still to ver. 12, and to make it depend on 

. dyeipavroe (Steiger), is rendered impossible by the right explanation of rie 

~ qtareac tic évepyelac r. O. in Ver, 12, to say nothing of the abrupt position 
in which ouvefoor. would thus appear. Kal dpac goes along with ovvetwor., 

’ go that tude is then repeated,? the repetition being here occasioned by the; 
emphasis of the cvvefwor.: “You also, when’ ye were dead... He made 
you alive together with Him.” The «ai therefore is not the copula and, but, 

in harmony with the byde placed in the front emphatically: also, as in 

Eph. ii. 1, Tt: has its reference in this, that the readers had been Gentiles 
liable to eternal death, but the ovvefaor. had been extended, as to all believ- 
ers, 80 also to them. The correctness of this reference is shown: by the 

- eontext as well through rf axpoBvorig rH. capK. bu.,as through the pronoun _ 

of the Jirst person which is introduced after yeapedu. Extremely arbitrary 

ois the view of Olshausen, who thinks that in ver. 11 f. the readers. are 

: addressed as representatives of the collective community, but by xai bua in ver. 

18 personally ; while: Baumgarten- -Crusius, in complete antagonism to the 

position of the words, joins «ai, not to dude, but to the verb : “also He has’ 

 ¢alled you to the new life that abideth,?— To arrive ata proper understand- 
ing of what follows we must observe: (1) That ovveCworolyacev is not to be 
aken, any more than cuvyyépOyre previously, in an ethical sense, as referring 

0 regeneration (so usually: since Oecumenius, as eg. Grotius: “sicut 

Christo novam contulit vitam ex morte corporis, ita et nobis novam 

” pte animorum ;” comp. #lso Bleek and Hofmann), but in. its 
ense, and that (comp. Kacuffer, de Same alu. not. p. 94 £) as 




















ies also in oppositionto Hofmann, on the contrary, it would only have expressed 
er. 8 likewise ee the alleged idea conformably to. the con- 
: struction: clearly and definitely. ° The compari- 
1 ani there makes the. apostle: gon of i. 26 is unsuitable: Holtzmann follows. 
a torasy chaiige of Robsiection,: - substantially the view. of Hofmann, but Te 
j gards. the chante of sttugturs as the: result 
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referring to the everlasting life. to hich God? raised up Christ, and which 
He has thereby also provided for believers in virtue of their fellowship 
with Christ (as an ideal possession now, but to be realized at the Parousia). 
[XX NTIT d.] See also Eph. ii. 6. ‘The reconciliation (which de Wette 


understands) is not the Cworoiya¢ itself, as is plain from the compound 


ouvetwor., but its precursor and medium. The ovfworoeiv stands. in the 
same relation to the ovveyeipew as the nature of the act to its process; but 
the reason why ovvyyép0. here stands before the ovfworozely (it is different in 
Eph. ii. 5) is, that the ovryyépbyre was correlative with the ovvragévres in ver. 
12, hence that-word. is used first, while in Eph. lc. the being dead preceded, 
with which the ov{aoroeiy primarily corresponds. (2) Like ovvetwor., so 
also vexpotc is not to be taken in an ethical sense (so usually both here and. 
in. Eph. fi. 1, as eg. Calvin, who thinks that. the alienatio a Deo is meant), 
but, with Chrysostom and Theodoret, in its proper sense; the readers have 


been—this is the conception—prior to their conversion to Christ a prey of 


death. This is by no means to be understood, however, in the sense of 
physical death (for that comes from Adam’s sin, see on Rom. v. 12), but in 
that of eternal death, to which they were liable through their sins, so. that 
they could not have become partakers of the eternal fa/ (comp. on Rom. 
vii. 9 f). See also on Eph. ii. 1.. What is meant, therefore, is not a death 
which would have only become their eternal death in the absence of the quick- 
ening (Hofmann), but the eternal death itself, in which they already lay, and 
out of which they would not have come without that deliverance, nay, 
which on the contrary—and here we have a prolepsis of the thought— 
would only have completed itself in the future adr? (3) This being dead 
occurred ti. the state (ér) of their sins (roic indicates the sins which they had 
committed) and of the uneircumcision of their flesh, i. e. when.as respects their 

sinful materially-psychical nature they were still uncircumcised, and had not 
yet put off by conversion their Gentile fleshly constitution’ The akpofvaria 
in itself they even now had as Gentile Christians, but according to ver. 11 it 
was no longer axpé8. r#¢ capxéc in their case, but was now indifferent (iil. 


11; 1 Cor. vii. 19; Gal. v. 6, vi. 15), since they had been provided with the 


ethical circumcision of Christ and emptied of the caua rH¢ caprdéc. .The 
ethical reference of the expression does not lie, therefore, in dxpoBvoria 
itself, but in the characteristic ric capxde dudv (genitive of the subject); in 
this uncircunicision. they were as Gentiles prior to their conversion, but: 
were so no longer as Christians. Consequently axpof. is not to be taken 


1God isthe subject of cuvefworotyaeev, not. mains so till the close of ver. 15. 
Christ (Ewald and the older expositors); for 2 Quite correlative is the conception of the 
God has raised up Christ, and God is, aceord- — ¢w# as eternal life, which the righteous man 
ing to the present context (it is different in already has, although he has still in prospect 


iif, 18), the forgiver of sins, and has brought . the glorious perfection of it in the ae 
about: the remission of sins through the — atdv.: 


. Aaoriprov of Christ (ver. 14). . Hence. also it 8'The év is not repeated bofore 77} dxpop. i 


is not to be written o.ai7¢ (with the aspirate). cause the two elements coupled by «al are: 
Just as God was obviously the acting subject conceived together so.as to form the single 


es in mepreruiOnre, in: curraépres, and in ovvn- - idea of unconversion; Kithner, IT. 1, p. 476... 
-'yép8., 80: also “Te is. introduced in. the same - 


character emphatically in ver. 12, and rée--p. 156. 


This applies also in opposition to Holizmann, 
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vely (Deut. x. 16 : Ezek. sliv.73 Jer. iv. 4) as a designation of vit- 

gositas (so Theodoret, Beza, Grotius, Bihr, Bleek, and most expositors), 
ut in its. 
































proper sense, in which the readers as dxpéfvoro. could not but 
“have understood it, and therein withal not as a symbol of uneleanness 
- (Huther), or of the alenatio a Deo (Calvin, comp. Hofmann), or the like; 
on the contraty, the entire ethical stress lies on rie cape. iz. The idea of 
original sin (Flacius and other dogmatic expositors, comp. Bengel: “ exqut- 
sita appellatio peccati origin.”) is likewise inyolved, and that according to 
its N. T. meaning (Rom. vii. 14 ff), not in dspofvor.,.but doubtless in rhe 
caps, tpav. Nevertheless this rie cape. iuav belongs only to rh dxpoBvotig, 
‘and not to roi¢ mapantépac: as well (Hofmann); comp. Eph. ii.11. Other- 
-wise we should have, quite unnecessarily, two references heterogeneous 
"in sense for the genitive; besides, the notion of raptirrapya presupposes not 
the odp, but the yo in its relation to the divine law as the subject; hence 
also the expression mapérr. ric. cap. (or duapria Tr. g.) does not occur, while © 
we find épya ri¢ capsd¢ in Gal. v. 19. Holtzmann, p. 71, ascribes the words 
‘kat ri dxpof. r. oapkds by. to the interpolator’s love for synonyms and tauto- 
logical expressions, and wishes to condemn them also in consequence of 
what in ver. 11 belongs to the latter (p. 155). But they are not at all tauto- 
logical; and see on ver. 11—yapoduevog «.7.4.] [XXXII] after having 
‘granted. to us, i.e. forgiven, ete. This blotting out of our whole debt of sin 
was necessarily prior to the cuvefwor. tude civ abr. By the fact, namely, 
that He remitted to us all the sins which we had committed (révra ré maparr.), 
the causa efficiens of the being (eternally) dead was done away. Comp. — 
- Chrysostom: rd. raparrdyara, & tiv vexpéryra énoiee, This yapicduevog 7A. 
is the appropriation of the reconciliation on the part of God, which believers 
_ experienced when. they believed and were baptized ; the objective expiatory act 
through the death of Christ had preceded, and is deseribed in yer. 14.— 
qulv] applies to believers generally... This extension, embracing himself in 
~-¢ommon with others, is prepared for by xa? tuac, but. could not have been 
troduced, if yapidu. «7.4, had been conceived as synchronous with ovve- 
yr, in which case Paul must logically have used tyiv (not juiv), as the 
reading is in B 8** Vulg. Hilary. On yapifecta:, comp. 2 Cor. ii. 10, xii, 
18; Eph. iv. 82. On the subject-matter: 2 Cor, v.19 ff ne 
Ver, 14, [XXXII ¢.] The participle, which is by no means parallel and = . 
ynch onous with yapicdyevoc in ver. 18, or one and the same with it (Hof- OT eae. 
mann), isto be resolved as: after that He had blotted out, etc. For itis the 
orical divine reconciling act of the death of Christ that is meant, with 































ues the discourse from the standpoint of the 
» common Christian. .consciousness.: Comp. i. 
12; Gal. iy. 5, 6; Eph. ii. 1, 4, et al.; Winer, p. 
_589-[E, the idea ofthe fig- 


- by any. means 
ne: 78% 











26; Eur. Iph. A. 1486. 
' ad Act. iil, 19, 





: (BE: I. 4 305 - 
had. first to he oye before. the “papltcoBoi era. could take. place 
through its appropriation to believers.—égaicigev] is to be left quite in its 


proper signification, as in Acts ili, 19, Rev. iii. 5, vii. 17, xxi. 4, and 


frequently in LXX. and Apocrypha, since the discourse has reference to. 
something writen, the invalidating of which is represented in the sensuous 
form of blotting out, even,more forcibly than by dsaypddew (to score out; see 
Ruhnken, ad Tim. ‘P. 81)—rd Kab! qudiv yeipsypagor] the handwriting existing. 
against us. What is thus characterized is not the burden of debt lying ; 
upon man, which is, as it were, his debt-schedule (Bleek), but the Mosaic 
law. A: xepsypagor, namely, is an obligatory document. of debt,? for 
which the older Greek writers use ovyypagy Or ypapuareiov Dem. 882. Te 
956. 2." And the law is the yetpéypagov confronting us, in so far as. 


men are bound to fulfill it perfectly, in order to avoid the threatened - 


penal curse; and consequently because no one renders this fulfillment, 
it, like a bill of debt, proves them debtors (the creditor is God). We: 
are not to carry the figure further, in which case we should come to the » 
halting point in the comparison, that the an who is bound has not him- 
self written the xewpsypagov.* Hofmann maintains that this element also, 
namely, man’s having written it with his own hand, is retained in the con- 
ception of the figurative espéypador. But the apostle himself precludes _ 
this view by his having written, not: rd quév yeepdyp. (which would mean: | - 
the document of debt drawn by us), but; 1d na? qudv yeepdyp.; Which purposely - 
chosen expression does not affirm that we have ourselves written the docu- 
ment, but it does affirm that it authenticates us as arrested for debt, and is: 
consequently against us. 
also preclude the conception of the debt-record being written by man’s 
own hand. Moreover, the law is to be understood as an integral whole, . 
and the various limitations of it, either to the ceremonial law (Calvin, Beza, | 
Schoettgen, and others), or to the moral law (Calovius), are altogether in 
opposition to the connection (see above, wdvra rd wapanr.), ane un-Pauline, 


without some more precise indication. 
Indeed, that promise of the people in Ex, 
xxiv. 3 has hy no means the mark of being 
self-written, hut contains only the self-obliga- 


1Comp. Plat, Rep. p. 386 C, p. 501 B: éfadei- 
hove .... wader éyypadouer, Hp. 7, p.. 342 C: 
Td aypadhovnerdy re ai éFadreupduevor, Dem, 
40%. 1 in reference to a daw: ei. xpy Todrov’ 


The words roic¢ déyvacw appended (see below) hak 


efaretar, Ken. Hell. ti, 3.61: Lucian, Imag. 
Comp. : ‘Valekenaer, 


2Tobo vw. 8, xs} Polyb. Xxx. 8 4; Dion. 
Hal, v..8;°and the passages in Wetstein; 


“also the passages quoted Frain the Rabbins 


in Schoettgen. 
'8See also Hermann, Privatalterth. 3 49,12. 


-4The relation of obtigation and indebtedness 


» in which man stands to the law (comp. Gal. 


“iH. 10) is quite sufficient to justify the con- 


_- eeption of the latter as the yeipdypador, with- 

out seeking this specially in the promise of 
the people, Tax, xxiv. 3 (Chrysostom, Oceu- 
~ -menius, Theophylact, and others; also Hof- 
= mann); which: the reader could not Soy, 


4 


20° 


tion, and would not, therefore, any more than 
the amen in Dent. xxvii. (which Castalio sug- 
gests), suffice for the idea of the yecpdypadov, 
if the latter had to contain the debtor’s own 
handwriting. In accordance with the apos- 
tle’s words (7b ka judy xeipdyp., see pbove), 
and with the type of his doctrine regarding - 
the impossibility of legal righteousness, his 
readers could think only of the ypéuua of 
the law itself as that whieh. proves man a. | 
debtor; comp. Rom, ii. 27, 29, vil. 6; 2 Cor, iii. 
6. Wieseler, on Gal. p: 248 (appealing to Luke 


“xvi.-5.i), Bleek, and Holtzmann,.p. 64,also .' 


erroneously press the point that the xepdyp. 
must necessarily be written or signed we the ; 


debtor B ply 

























































e Hasation woferring 2 it to athe’ conscience (Luther, wine, Mclahch- . 
thon, and others) is also at variance both with the word and with the con- 
text! The conscience is the. medium for the knowledge of the law as the 
handwriting which testifies. against us; without the activity of the con- 
~seience, this relation, in which the law ‘stands to us, would remain 
unknown. Exception has” been taken to its being explained of the 

Mosaic law on account of the. use of jue, seeing that this law existed only 

for the Jews, But without due ground; for it is in fact also the schedule 
of debt against the Gentiles, in so far, namely, as. the latter have the 
_ knowledge of the Suralepia Tov Oot (Rom. i i, 32), havein fact rd épyov rot vduov. 

yparrdy év taic xapdiag abriv (Rom, ii. 15), and, consequently, fall likewise a. 
cander the condemning sentence of the law, though not directly (Rom. iii, — 

‘19, i. 12), but indirectly, because they, having incurred through their own, 
fault a darkening of their: minds (Rom. i. 20-28), transgress the “ xowdv 
| drévrov drOpdrav vépov.” (Dem. 639. 22). The earnest and graphic descrip- 

‘tion of the abrogation of the condemning law in ver. 14 is dictated by an 
apologetic motive, in opposition to the Judaism of the false teachers ; hence ie 
it is the more: inappropriate to understand with Cornelius.a Lapide and — 

i. others the covenant of God with Adam in Gen. ii. 16.2—roi¢ dbypacw] Respect- 

ing déyya, command, especially of legal decrees, see on. Eph. uu. 15; Wet- 
“stein on Luke ti. 1; the dative is closely connected with yeepdypagor, and is 

instrumental : what is written with the commands (therein given), so that 
the déyuara, which form the constituent elements of the law, are regarded 
as that wherewith it is written. Thus the tenor of the contents of what is 
written is indicated by the dative of the instrument (ablativus modi), just 
~ as the external constituent elements of writing, e. g. ypdmpzaoe in Gal. vi. 11, * tits 

nd. réro¢ in Plat. Ep. 7, p. 848 A, are expressed by the same dative. eee ge 
Observe the verbal nature of yepdypador, and that the dative is joined to it, Poti G0 Bde 
as to 7d yeypajpévov (comp. Plat. Le: ra yeypaupéva timo), This direct 
‘combination of a verbal substantive with a dative of the instrument is 
ch.an unquestionable and current phenomenon in classical Greek ® that 
he connection in question cannot in the least. degree appear as harsh 
, Buttmann), or even as unnatural (Hofmann); nor should it have 
sen regarded as something “ welded on” by the interpolator (Holtzmann, 

(4), who had desired thereby to give to yempdyp. its reference to the law, 

s OX] anation given by many writers,* which hits nearly the true sense: 
etpdypagor, consisting in the déyzaoz, is to be corrected grammatically in * 
with swhat we have said above. It is in oT variance . 



















s gloss «Nothing Aspatinrd against. 2.As was already proposed by Chrysostom, 

wn conscience, ‘whereby we-are.. Oecumenius, Theophylact (comp. Tren. Has 
by: our own handwriting, when ~ #17, 3, and. Tertullian). 

.. “88ee Matthiae, 11. p, 890; Heindorf, ad Plat, 
ente et corde tangnam seripta: ie Craty yl. Dp. 131, and especially: Kihner, IL, p 
tapes, in connection with. 374. : 
: Ivin, fogs, Vitringa, Wolf, ‘Michaelis, 
che, and there, comp. Eugen 














supplying an. év 1» (Calovins) L ‘Bahr, ‘Huiher: and Dalmer (comp. de Wette) toma. 
regard. it as a more precise definition of the entire 7d Kab ju. xeipsyp., $04 Priating 
_that.Paul explains what he means by the xeepdyp,, and, at the same time nto the 
how it. comes to be a.debt-document testifying against us. So also Wins *e ly), the 
p. 206 [E. T. 220]. This, however, would have been expressed by 77, ru Would 
déyyact Ka? jpov yerpoyp., or in some other way: corresponding grat ‘hse, though 
tically with the sense assumed. Ewald joins rtoi¢ ddyu. as apprar @, in Which : 
dative (see Bernhardy, p. 88 f) to xespsyp.: our. bond of abligatic aut the abro.. 
statutes? But if yepdyp. were our bond of obligation (subjectix. a8 (Steiger) . or 
expression 1d xaf’ qudv yeep. would be inappropriate, and Pe “Sllus, Grotiug 
have said merely 10 quav yep. rt. déypz. It is incorrect as to sen ehdo (Fritzsche 
“+. not linguistically erroneous, to connect roig déyp. with teahelpe f See “Dh, ij, 15. 
case it is explained to mean (as by Harless on Eph. il. 15) ty : Mann haya. 
gation of the law had taken place either as regards its stadt ; an a the simple 
by the evangelical doctrines of faith (the Greck ,expositors, - ae lar With regard: 
Cee Prey and others); or nova praecepta stabili} lax 2 SIVing a 
Diss. in 2 Cor. IL, p. 168 f). In opposition to these views ae iv ns Such con. 
Erasmus, ie Flatt, Olshausen, Schenkel, Bleek, and Rost] . eee. 
attached it to the following relative clause,’ in oppostti yj . a 
order of the words, Noes any certain precedent in the N (distin ers 3 
to Acts i. 2, Rom, xvi. 27, see on those passages), and th z, ell 2cHon, that 
a emphasis to the roi¢ ee which i is not warranted (for the °- A ne ? 18 arbitra» 
tains, in fact, nothing else than déyuara).—éd qv. brevavriov i, nel , 
rapetiticn—biinging into more marked prominence the i whieh Pan). 
of the thought already expressed by caf’ dyév, with the y,;, 3 
J... acting the legalistic efforts of the false teachers. Bengel’s. 4, 
a -there is here expressed ipsa pugna, and by kal? juav, status ,,, io aire. | 
and artificial. It means simply: which was against us, notr € (See on Is 
us, as Beza and others, including Béhmer, interpret the w 






















































































































-uses only in this place, but which is generally employed i Livi Ut also 
in the Apocrypha and LXX.,, and in the N. T. again in ¥ aA “sey (th 
relative attaches itself to the entire rd Ka’ Hu. yeipdyp. roi "Star 


jpxev x74.) Observe not only the emphatic change of si’. 
6) which passes from the participle, not from the relative a : 
to the further act connected with the former in the finite ‘ 
(comp. on i. 16) the perfect (Thue. viii. 100; Dem. 786. 4): a 43 
bill of debt) he has taken out of the way, whereby the abrogation °._ 
completed. A graphically illustrative representation: the bill of . 
blotted owt, and it has itself been carried away and is no longer in it 
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from 


+80 also “Wieseler: in Rosenmiiller’s Rep. ie of Moses.” gt 
IL p. 185 fh: 76 xeipoyp. To Trois Say, Kad? 380 also Thomasius, Chr. Pers th, ‘Werk, It: 


Hueav ov. 1p, 110. He considers.as the ccipsteien aol . 
a.comp. Wieseler « on Gal. p.258 +4 witheeten: the Mosaic law itself, but the bill of debt 


‘ence to the statutes." He takes Paul's mean-. which the broken law has drawn up against us. 
‘ing to ‘be, * ourtestimony with our own hand, » 


. The very parallel in Eph. if.-15 is decisive 
that: we have ‘transgressed the statutes of the. : senior this view. 
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HpKev avrd é« rob fésov py agele ént yopac, Oecumenius. auré denote. Sin hencd 
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“Raneberiting itself, sinkoriaditen. in ‘gontrast to dis just mentioned blotting out 
‘of its contents. For He has nailed: it, etc.; see the sequel. Hofmann 
We; "ay “nports the idea: in this (hostile) quality; as if, namely, it ine TOLOVTO 
to be DL Xen. Anab. vi. 5.153 Philem. 9) —The éx tod pésou is our: ‘‘out of the 
“G01. TLysaid of sharuclions which are removed.) The opposite :. év péag ela, 
ay x.thy the way, Dem. 682. 1; Aesch. “Suppl. 735; Dory. ad Charit. vii. 8, p. 
N.T2. SY “hus the law stood in the way of reconciliation to God, of the yapi- 
ae death’ \Q. in ver. 18.—mpoonddoag «.7.A.]. mpooniow only found here in the 
suffered. ihlence the law which condemned man lost its punitive force through 
: the law (Ro! of Christ on. the cross, inasmuch as Christ thr ough this death 
to the cross, ‘e curse of the law for men (Gal. iii, 18), and became the end of 
Observe, morém, x. 4), at the same time that Christ was nailed as Macrfpur 
 BpKev. The lattshe law was nailed to it also, and thus it ceased to be éy péow. 
a after G God hus neover, the logical relation of the aorist participle to the perfect 
nailing, In the’dy js the state of the matter, which has emerged and exists 
foremost, there ¥eiled, ete, The x. aird Fpxev éx péoov takes place since that 
arming of the i strong expression xpoo726oac, purposely chosen and placed 
observed on thes involved an antinomistie triumph, which makes the dis- 
‘Opa orovdiy Tov ayy very palpably apparent. Chrysostom has aptly 
tg’ dpaptiay k. «6+ vhole pi assage: ovda“ov obrag meyarogarvuc eer ysato., 
Nevertheless, aTpow idaviativar Td xelpdypagov boyy érotjoaro; olov mavreg Huey 
of the -weipdyp. (hh Laow’ avric Kodaofeic EAvoe kal tiv. duaptiav Kat. tRv KbAaow, 
em any allusion tO} snddaac neither figuratively depicts the tearing in pieces. 
2 laws (Grotius)... &Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact), nor is. there 
2 p. 870 f), a pul an alleged custom of publicly placarding. antiquated 
- vequirement of fAccording to Hofmann (comp. also his Schrifibew, IT..1, 
requirement offblic placarding with a view to observance is meant; the 
and this transfOMgraelitish legal obligation has become changed into the 
his is a facifllih i in the Crucified One which may be read on the crass, 
nerely the ‘rmation is also the pardon of transgressions of the law. 
t hostile to. pushing further of the apostolic figure, the point of which - 
ch i is. presey otting out. and taking away of the law, as the debt-docu- 
8, by the death of the cross. The entire representation 
ed in this sensuous concrete form, and which is not to be 
#0} the fanciful figure of transformation which we have just 
Mets intended, in fact, to illustrate merely the forgiveness of sins 
by Aaptaduevoc x72, in. ver. 18, and nothing more. Comp.1 
Tt is a to be: observed, at the: same tine: that hee é Paaith and 
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antagonistia to God, is in sin, aiid the atreneth of sin is in the law (1 Gor. 
xv. 56); with the law, therefore, the power of the devil stands or falls —If 
dzexduc. ran parallel, as the majority suppose, with zpoo7Adécag, there muy 
have been a «ai inserted before édecyydr., as in ver. 14 before the finite ve ‘rb, 
because otherwise no connection would be established. Hence a full gstop 
(Beza) must be placed before dzexduo., or at least'a colon (Elzevir, Brieek) ; : 
, and without any connecting particle the significant verb heads ;'all the 
more forcibly the description of this final result. expressed with triu, ampKant 
fullness: Having stripped the lordships and powers, he has made a sho, w of them. 
‘boldly, holding triumph over then in the sume. Observe the sy ‘metrical... 
emphatic prefixing of arexdvc., édevyudr., and Opus. The sul’ ject is still, 
always God, not Christ, as Baur and Ewald hold, following od Augustine, . 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Erasmus, Grotius, Calovius, and : “many, others ; | 
hence the reading amend. rv odpxa in F G@ (which omit 7. {apy x. re é Fous.) 
Syr. Goth. Hil. Aug. was an erroneous gloss; and. at ‘the * close, not aire 
(Syr. Vulg. It. Theodoret, Luther, Melanchthon, Elzevir, \ Gacbiek, and 
Scholz), instead of which G has éavrg, but aire should: be written ; sée 
Wolf in loc The figurative drexdeo,, [XXXL f] whic: 4 illustrates: the 
deprivation of power that has taken place through the, divint ie work ofrecon- 
ciliation, represents the dpyd¢ «at ifouc. as having beer iP elothed in armour 
(comp. Rom. xiii. 12; Eph. vi. 11; 1 Thess. v. 8), w hich Gtod as their con- 
queror stripped off and took from them; Vulg.: exspoli, fare Moreover, 
we might expect, in accordance with the common usage of the middle, 
instead of arexdvodpuevoc, which is elsewhere used. intransitii ‘ely (comp. ili, 9), 
the active drexdboae (comp. Matt. xxvii. 28, 81; Luke x. 80); yet even in ; 
Plat. Rep. p. 612 A, the (right) reading dredvodueda is toy be taken in the — 
sense of nucdavimes; and Xenophon uses the perfect amordédunen, which ‘is 
likewise intransitive elsewhere (see Kiihner, I. p. 803), agetively, see Anab. 
le: roAdode iby axodéduxer, multos veste spoliavit ; comp. Lio Cass. xly. 47, : 
Further, the middle, as indicating the victorious self-iniewest of the action 
(sibé exspoliavit), is here selected even with nicety, and by no means con- 
veys (as Hofmann, in order to refute this explanation, er:soneously lays to 
its charge) the idea: in order to appropriate to Himself this armor. The 
‘disarming in itse/f, and not the possession of the enemy's Weapons, is the 
interest of the victor. Lastly, the whole connection does not admit of any 
intransitive interpretation, such as Hofmann, in his Sehri iftbew. I. p. 850 f. 
(and substantially also in his Heil. Schr. in loe.); has attempted, making 








because it Interrupts the transition of thought 
to-ver. 16 (which is not the case); becanse 


Setyzariger is un-Pauline (but ih what sense. 


is it un-Pauline? itis in any sense avery rare 
word) ; because épranfevecr is used here other- 
wise than in 2 Cor, ii. 14 {this is incorrect); 
but, espécially, becatise ver. 15 ean only be 
explained by the circle of ideas of Epli. iii. 
‘10-and Col. i. 10; Eph. iv. 8, ii.15 £ (passages 


"which touch our. prégent one either not at all, bel 
: Bh 10. Ly Bane IT 1,-p. 98 f. 


4 or at the most ANS indirectly). . 


1Through this erroneous defirtition of the 
subject it was possible to discover in-our 
passage the descent into heli (Anselm and 
others). * 

2Comp. on ékévev and a rosleuy, usedfrom 
Homer's time in the sense of spoliare, Dem. 


163. 28,1259. 11; Hesiod, Seut.447; Xen. Anad. 
Ws 8 235 2 Mace, vill. 27; and. on the subject» 
“matter, Matt. xii. 19; Luke xi. 22... 


- See on the contrary generally, Kriger, 3 





E COLOSSIANS, a 


e sense: God hata 1s laid aside from: Himself ae powers ruling in ‘the Gentile 
Wo: d—which were round about Him like a veil concealing Him from the 
Urrer tiles—by manifesting Himself in unveiled clearness. Something such 
as this, which is held to amount to the meaning that God has put an end 
She ignorance of the Gentile world and revealed Himself to it, Paul 
must Ynecess sarily have said ; no. reader could unravel it from so strange a 
mode uf veiling the conception, the more especially seeing that there isno 
mention at all of the victorious word of Christ! converting the Gentiles, as 
a thinks, but on the contrary of what God has effected in refer- 
e dpxat and éovsia by the fact of reconciliation accomplished on 
the CPOs ; He has by it rendered powerless the powers which previously 
held sway fsmnong mankind; comp. John xii, 80.f, xvi. 11. —That these 
apyat and é€ Foutgtac are two categories of evil angels (comp. Eph, vi. (12), corres- | 
" ponding to two “classes of good angels similarly named (comp. ver. 10), is 
taught by the cyontext; which has nothing to do with mediating beings 
intervening bet,ween God and the world (Sabatier), or even with human 
rulers. Ritschl, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1868, p. 522, understands 
the angels of the 4 law-giving (comp. on i. 20), of whom God has divested Him- 
self (middle), 2.) from whose environment He has withdrawn Himself. Even 
apart from the siingular expression dmexdvcdu. in this sense, this explana- 
tion is inapprop-yiate, because the apyai and éfovciae appear here as hostile 
to God, as being,s over whom He has triumphed; secondly, because the 
Z angels who minijstered at the law-giving (gee on Gal. iii. 19) have no share 
in the contents of jthe law, which, as the vdyo¢ Geo#, is holy, righteous, good, 
and spiritual (Rom. vii.), and hence no deviation from God’s plan of 
alvation can beg attributed to the angels of the law; and, finally, because 
he expression tac apydc . tag éfovatac is so comprehensive that, In the 
absence of any tmore precise indication in the text, it cannot be specially 
limited to the papwers that were active in’ the law-giving, but must denote _ 
the collective angyelic powers—hostile, however, and therefore. devilish. 
hem God has disarmed, put to shame, and triumphed. over, through the 
rogation of m@n’s legal debt-bond that took place by means of the aton- 
ng death. The/emphatic and triumphant prominence given to this state- 
ment was, doubifless, specially occasioned by those speculations regarding 
the power of demons, with which the false teachers were encroaching on - 
rk of G rist. er deeypar dee, preserved only here and. in Matt. i. 197 


& haperene wapadecyjeariced, aap 
cially. frequent. in Polybius Bee ‘Behaige 
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eyes of all, consequently as equivalent ‘to gavepig in John vii. 10 (the oppo- 
site: év xpurrg, John vii. 4; Matt. vi. 4; Rom. ii. 28); but this the word 
does not mean (see on J ohn vii. 4); moreover, the verb already. implies. 
this idea;! and the usage of Paul elsewhere warrants only the rendering : 

boldly, ‘freely and frankly. The objection that this sense is not appropri- 


‘ate to the action of God (Hofmann), overlooks the fact that God is here 


represented just as a human triumpher, who freely and boldly, with . 
remorseless disposal of the spoils acquired by victory, subjects the con- 


quered to ignominious exhibition.\—QpayBeboag air..év abro] synchronous : 
With édecyz.: while He triumphed over them. Respecting OpiayPetew teva, 


to triumph over some one, see on 2 Cor. ii. 14. Comp. the passive OpiapBebeobar, 
to be led in triumph, Plut. Coriol. 35. abrote refers card sbveow to the devils — 
individually, who are conceived as masculine (as daipovec, xoopoxpadropec, Eph. 


vi. 12), see generally Winer, p..188 [E. T. 146]; and éy airé is referred 


either to the cross (hence, also, the readings év 74 £649 or aravp}) or to | 
Christ. The former reference is maintained by the majority of the Fathers. 
(Theophylact: év 1@ orauph rodg Saivovag irrnuévovc deifac), Beza, Calvin, 
Grotius, and many others, including BGhmer, Steiger, Olshausen, Ewald, 
Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 482, ed. 2; and the latter, by Erasmus, Luther, 
Melanchthon, Wolf, Estius, Bengel, and many others, including Flatt, - 
Bahr, Huther, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, Bleek, Hofmann, 
Rich. Schmidt. The reference to. Christ is erroneous, because Christ is. 
not mentioned at all in ver. 14, and God pervades as subject the entire: — 


discourse from ver. 11 onwards. We must hold, therefore, by the refer- 


ence to r6.cravp}, so that év abré once more places the cross significantly 
before our eyes, just as it stood emphatically at the close of the previous 
sentence, Atthe cross God celebrated. His triumph, inasmuch as through © 
the death of Christ on the cross obliterating and removing out of the way 
the debt-bill of the law He ‘completed the work of redemption, by which. 
the devil and his powers were deprived of their strength, which rested on 
the law and its debt-bond. The ascension is not to be here included. 
Ver.16. [On vy. 16-19, see Note XXXIV. pages 388-340.] Ody] since ye, 
according to vy. 11-15, are raised to a far higher platform than that of — 
such a legal system. [XXXIV a.]—«pwéra tv Bpdoed] [XXXIV d.] No- 
one is to form a judgment (whether ye are acting allowably or unallowa- 









Hence. Hofmann joins it with @prayfedtoas, 


‘in which, however, the idea of publicity is 


obviously already contained. Hofmann, in- 
deed, assumes a reference of contrast to the 
invisible triumphs, which God has ever been 


~ celebrating over those powers. But thus the 


ides of OprauBeverr is extended to’an unwar- 


. | ranted amplitude of metaphorical meaning, 


while, nevertheless, the entire anthropopathie 


imagery of. the passage requires. the strict 


conception of the public @piapBos. Mor reover, 


the. pretended contrast is altogether foknien é 
to the context, 
fhemp. Eph. vi. 19; Phil, i. 20. | Bilasy: 


“eum fiducia ;” Vulgate: “ confidenter palam.” 

It is an. inconsiderate faney of Hofmann © 
to say, by way of controveriing our expla- 
nation: Who would be surprised, that. the 
triumpher should make a.show of the con- 
quered, “without previously asking their: per- 
mission” ? As if such a thought, no doubt 
very silly for the victor, were necessarily | 
the contrast to the frank daring action, with 
which a general, crowned with victory, is in 


‘a position to:exhibit his captives without any 


scruple, without sparing or hesitation! He 


- has the efougia for the Beet acd and uses 
. ite ey spr t 
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the sense: God has laid aside from . Himself the powers Pala in the Gentile 
-workl—which were round about Him like a veil concealing Him from the 
Citentiles—by manifesting Himself i in unveiled clearness. Something such 
as* bis, which is held to amount to the meaning that God has put an end 
to til ‘be ignorance of the Gentile world and revealed Himself to it, Paul 
must jnecessarily have said; no reader could unr avel it from so strange a ASRS oe OE 
i mode os yelling the conception, the more especially seeing that there 1 isno < 
egie bes mentiors at all of the victorious word of Christ! converting the Gentiles, as 
bey Hofmanya thinks, but on the contrary of what God has effected in refer- - 
ence to thes dpyai and. éovoia by the fact of reconciliation accomplished on 
Poe the eross “He has by it. rendered powerless the powers which previously 
r ~~ held sway dsmong mankind; comp. John xii. 80 £, xvi. 11.—That these 
apyaé and bE our’ sta are two categories of evil angels (comp. Eph. vi. 12), corres- 
ponding to two “classes of good angels similarly named (comp. ver. 10), is 
taught by the ¢pontext;which has nothing to do with mediating beings 
intervening betyween God and the world (Sabatier), or even with human — 
rulers. Ritschl , in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1868, p. 522, understands 
the angels of the 5 ‘aw-gtving (comp. on i. 20), of whom God has divested Him- 
self (middle), @. 6 from whose environment He has withdrawn Himself. Even 
apart from the si‘ngular expression dexdvedy. in this sense, this explana- 
“tion is Inapprop.riate, because the dpyai and éFovsia. appear here as hostile 
to God, as beings over whom He has triumphed ; secondly, because the 
angels who minijstered at the law-giving (see on Gal. iii. 19) have no share 
in the contents of jthe law, which, as the vdzoc Get, is holy, righteous, good, 
. and spiritual (Riom. vii), and hence no deviation from God’s plan of 
salvation can bes attributed to the angels of the law; and, finally, because 
~~ the expression wd¢ dpydc «rag éovelac is so campréliensive that, in the 
absence of any {more precise indication in the text, it cannot be specially 
limited to the pwers that were active in the law-giving, but must denote. 
the collective angelic powers—hostile, however, and therefore devilish. 
» Them God has d&sarmed, put to shame, and triumphed over, through the 
abrogation of m¢n’s legal debt-bond that took place by means of the aton- 
ing death. The/emphatic and triumphant prominence given to this state- 
ment was, doubifless , Specially occasioned ‘by those speculations regarding 
the power of demons, with which the fulse teachers were encroaching on 
_ the work of ce) Narist.—deyparigew, preserved only here and in Matt. i. 19 
denotes, in. “Artue of its connection with the conception of triumph, the | 
» making a Show? for the purpose of humiliation and disgrace (comp. Chry- 
_ sostom), not in. order to exhibit the weakness of the conquered (Theodoret, 
Bohmer), but simply their accomplished subjugation ; comp. Nah. iii. 6: 
Siow ae etc se —éy »,eepbiala) is usually: rendered publicly, before the. 









In which senss le Grotins explained : Comp. however, mapaseryparige, espe-~ 
: it, though “he takes arecdvedu. tightly. as .- ‘cially frequent-in Polybius;.. see ee . 
. ezarmatos.. See, in opposition to him, Calo-- . hauser, Lex. p. 429. 

“vis: Hofmann’s explanation is also followed ©. 3 Augustine, ep. 59:.“exemplavit?” Hilary, 
by Holtzmann, p., 222; it is an unfortunate = de trin. a: & ostentui esse fecit.” 

attempi ab p ratona Sn oe ae 
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eyes of all, consequently as equivalent to ¢avepdc in John vii. 10 (the oppo- 
site: é cpumr@, John vii. 4; Matt. vi.4; Rom. ii. 28); but this the word 
does not mean (see on John vii. 4); moreover, the verb already implies 
this idea ? and the usage of Paul elsewhere warrants only the rendering : 
boldly, freely and frankly? The objection that this sense is not appropri- 
ate to the action ef God (Hofmann), overlooks the fact that God is here 
represented just as a human triumpher, who freely and boldly, with 
remorseless disposal of the spoils acquired by victory, subjects the con- 
quered to ignominious exhibition.2—QpiapPeboac abr. év abrg] synchronous 
with édevyp,: while He triumphed over them. Respecting épapBetew teva, 
to triumph over some one, see on 2 Cor. ii. 14. Comp. the passive éa:ayPebecbar, 
_ to be led in triumph, Plut. Coriol. 35. abrobe refers xara cbveocy to the devils 
individually, who are conceived as masculine (as daipovec, xoopokpdropec, Eph. 
vi. 12), see generally Winer, p, 188 [E. T. 146]; and éy ai7vé is referred 
either to the cross (hence, also, the readings év 16 £bA or cravpd) or to 
Christ. The former reference is maintained by the majority of the Fathers 
(Theophylact: é 7@ araup@ tobe Saivovag yrrnuévoue deiFac), Beza, Calvin, 
Grotius, and many others, including Béhmer, Steiger, Olshausen, Ewald, 
Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 432, ed. 2; and the latter, by Erasmus, Luther, 
Melanchthon, Wolf, Estius, Bengel, and many others, including Flatt, 
Bahr, Huther, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, Bleek, Hofmann, — 
_ Rich. Schmidt. The reference to Christ is erroneous, because Christ. is 
. not mentioned at all in ver. 14, and God pervades as subject the entire 
discourse from ver. 11 onwards. We must hold, therefore, by the refer- 
ence to 7@ cravp@, so that év air® once more places the cross significantly 
before our eyes, just as it stood emphatically at the close of the previous 
sentence. At the cross God celebrated His triumph, inasmuch as through 
the death of Christ on the cross obliterating and removing out of the way. 
the debt-bill of the law He completed the work of redemption, by which 
the devil and his powers were deprived of their strength, which rested on 
the law and its debt-bond. The ascension is not to be here included. 
Ver.16. [On vv. 16-19, see Note XXXIV. pages 388-340.] Ody] since ye, 
according to vy. 11-15, are raised to a far higher platform than that of 
such a legal system. [XXXIV a.J—«piwéro tv Bodoer] [XXXIV b.] No 
one is to form a judgment (whether ye are acting allowably or unallowa- 





1 Hence Hofmann joins it with épraupetoas, 
in which, however, the idea of publicity is 
obviously, already contained. Hofmann, in- 
deed, assumes a reference of contrast to, the 

invisible triumphs, which God has ever been 
celebrating over those powers. But thus the 
idea of @prapBevew is extended to an unwar- 
ranted amplitude of metaphorical. meaning, 
while, nevertheless, the entire anthropopathic 


imagery of the passage requires .the strict 


; conception of the public pian Bos. Moreover, 


the pretended contrast is altogether ferese 


_ to the context, 
*Comp eae vi. 19; Phil, i. 20. Hilary: 





*onm jiducia ;” Vulgate: “ confidenter palam.” 
8It is an inconsiderate faney of Hofmann 
to say, by way of controverting our expla- 
nation: Who would be surprised, that the 
triumpher should make a show of the con- 
quered, “without previously asking their per-.. 
mission”? As if such a thought, no doubt 
very silly for the: victor, were necessarily 
the contrast to the frank daring action, with 
which a general, crowned with victory, is in 
a position to exhibit his captives without any 


_ seruple, without sparing or hesitation! He 


has the éfovaia for the deryparigew, and. uses 


‘ib éy wappyoig. 
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ably, rightly or wrongly) concerning you in the point of eating (év, comp. 
Rom. ii, 1, xiv. 22; 1 Pet. ii. 12). There is hereby asserted at the same 
time their tadenendencé of such’ judgments, to which they have not to 
yield (comp. Eph. v. 6). With Paul, Boao is always actio edendi, and. is 
thus distinct from fpava, cibus (Rom. xiv. 17; 1 Cor. vill. 4;.2 Cor, ix..10; 
also Heb. xii. 16), although it is also current in the sense of Bpaua with 


John (iv. $2, vi. 27, 55), and with profane authors.) This we remark in - 


opposition to Fritzsche, ad Rom. III. p. 200. The case is the same with 
‘méaie (Rom, xiv. 17) and xéua (1 Cor. x. 4; Heb. ix. 10).—é réoe] Since 
the Mosaic law contained prohibitions of meats (Lev. vii. 10 ff), but not 
also general prohibitions of drinks, it is to be assumed. that the false 
teachers in their ascetic strictness (ver 23) had extended. the prohibition 
of the use of wine as given for the Nazarites (Num. vi. 3), and for the 
period of priestly service (Lev. x. 9), to the Christians as such (as dyiovr). 
Comp. also Rom. xiv. 17, 21. De Wette arbitrarily asserts that it was 
added doubtless in consideration of this, as well as of the Pharisaic rules 
as to drinks, Matt. xxiii. 24, and of the prohibition of wine offered to idols 
(oly does not point to such things), but still mainly on account of the simt~ 
 darity of sound (Rom. xiv. 17 ; Heb. ix. 10, and Bleek in loc.).—év péper éoprig 
x74] év péper, with the genitive designates the category, as very frequently 
‘also in. classical authors.’ The three elements: festival, new moon, and 
Sabbath, are placed side by side as a further classis rerwm ; in the point (év) 


of this category also no judgment is to be passed upon the readers (if, 
namely, they do not join in observing such days). The elements are- 


~ arranged, according as the days occur, either at longer unequal intervals 
-in the year (éoprijc) or monthly (vouuq».), or weekly (caBBar.). But they are 
. three, co-ordinated ; there would be only one thing with three connected 
~@lements, if xai were used instead of 7 in the two latter places where : 
occurs. The three are given in inverted order in 1 Chron. xxiii. 31 ; 


Chron. ii. 4, xxxi. 8. On the subject-matter, comp. Gal. iv. 10. Rint ectiae | 


the Jewish celebration of the new moon, see Keil, Archiiol, 1. 3 78; 
Ewald, Alter th. p. 470 £.; and on c4BBara as equivalent to c4$faror, comp. 
Matt. xii. 1, xxviii. 1; Luke iv. 16, ef al. é pépec has been. erroneously 
understood by others in. the sense of a partial celebration (Chrysostom : 


“Be eee x OPameny Noe ’ e ve 2 x . , wo x 
éfeureaider Aéyou' @ év pépse eoprijg’ ob yap dy mavra. xateiyov Ta mxpdrepa, , 


-'Theodoret: they could not have kept ail the feasts, on account of the long 
~ journey to Jerusalem; comp. Dalmer), or: vicibus festorum (Melanchthon, 
Zanchius), or, that the participation in the festival, the tubing part in it is 


expressall (Otto, dekalog. Unters. p. 9 #f.), or that it denotes the segregatio, 
“nam qui ‘dierum faciunt discrimen, quasi unum ab. alio dividunt”: 


(Calvin). ‘Many, moreover inaccurately, hold that év wépes Means merely : 


tn respect to (Beza, Wolf, and most expositors, including Bihr, Huther, . 


and de: Wette); ; in 2 Cor. iii. 10, ix. 3, it also denotes the categor. y. Comp. 
= Aclian. V. HI. viii 3: xplvovreg Exaorov ey 16 pepe iia 





lat; Legg vi. p. 183 C; Hesiod, Scut. 396. 
3 Plat. Theaet. P ‘165 a pee B fot: D; Dem, 


; _ Wrtionbech, ad Phut. Lp. 65... 


1 Hom, I. xix. 210, Od. i. 191, x. 176, et all, ; 688. 5, 668/24; comp. on 2 Cor. iii, 10, end see, 
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Ver. 173 An epexegetical relative sentence, assigning the ground for 
what has just been said. [XXXIV ¢.]—a, which (see the eritical remarks), 
is not to be arbitrarily referred merely to the observance of feasts and 
days (Flatt and Hofmann), but to the things of the law mentioned in ver. 
16 generally, all of which it embraces.—ced] not an outline (omaypadia, 
oxeypdinua), as in the case of painters, who “non exprimunt primo ductu 
imaginem. vivis coloribus et eixovude, sed rudes et obscuras lineas primum. 
ex carbone ducunt,” Calvin (so also Clericus, Huther, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, and others), which oxd does not mean even in Heb, viii. 5, x. 1, 
and which is forbidden by the contrast of 7s cdua, since it would rather be 
the perfect picture that would be put in opposition to the outline... It 
means nothing else than shadow. Paul is illustrating, namely, the relation 
of the legal ordinances, such as are adduced in ver. 16, to that which is future, 
i.e. to those relations of the Messianie kingdom, which are to be manifested . 
in the aidy péAAwy (neither dyadav from Heb. x. 1, nor anything else, is to 
be supplied with ray pedAdvrav), and in doing so he follows the figurative 
‘conception, that the péAdovra, which therefore, locally considered, are in 
Jront, have cast their shadow behind, which shadow is the Mosaic ritual 
constitution,—a conception which admirably accords with the typical — 
character of the latter (Heb. viii. 5, x. 1), of which the constitution of the 
Messianic kingdom is the antitype. It is to be noted further: (1) The 
emphasis of confirmation lies not on rév pedadvroy (Beza), but on od, in 
contrast to 7d caua. If, namely, the things in question are only the shadow 
of the Messianic, and do not belong to the reality thereof, they are—in 
aceordance with this relatively non-essential, because merely typical | 
_ nature of theirs—not of such a kind that salvation may be made depend- 

ent on their observance or non-observance, and adjudged or withheld. 
accordingly. (2) The passage is not to be explained as if 7» stood in the 
place of éori, so that ra pé2Aovra would denote the Christian relations 
already then existing, the cacvp dialjxn, the Christian plan of salyation, the 
Christian life, etc. (so usually since Chrysostom); but, on the contrary, 
that which is spoken of is shadow, not, indeed, as divinely appointed in 
the law (Hofmann)—for of this aspect of the elements in question the text. 
-contains nothing—but in so far as Paul sees it in its actual condition still at 
that time present. The péddovra have not yet been manifested ‘at all, and 
belong. altogether (not merely as regards their conypletion, as de Wette 
thinks, comp. also Hofmann) to the aay pédAov, which will begin with 
the coming again of Christ to set. up His kingdom—a coming, however, 
which was expectéd as very near at hand, The péAdovra could only be 
viewed as having already set in either in whole or in part, if jv and not 


1 Holtzmann, withoutassigning his reasons, difficulty of. ver. 18 (which Holtzmann con-_ 
regards. the entire verse as an “extract from  siders utterly unintelligible) and ver. 29 f, as 
the Epistle to the. Hebrews” (Heb, ix. 6,9 f, | well as the alleged. un-Pauline character of 
. 5, X.1, 11, viii. 5); he thinks that the whole some expressions in ver. 19, does not furnish 
 polemie of vy. 16-23.was intended tointroduce a. sufficient basis for such an opinion. Comp. 
the: more developed features of later heresy. on vv.18, 19, 22, 23, 
into the picture of the apostolic age. Butthe o 
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tort were used previously, and thereby the notion of futurity were to be 
taken rernaedl 'y, in reference to a state of things then already past (comp. — 
Gal. ili. 23; 1 Tim. i. 16), or ‘if é ésti were meant to be said from the stand- 
point of ike divine arran gement of those things (Hofmann), or if this 
present tense expressed the logical present mer aly by way of enabling the 
mind to picture them (Rom. v. 14), 5 which, however, is inadmissible here, 
since the elements indieated by ox still continued at this time, long after 
Christ’s earthly appearance, and were present really, and not merely in 
legal precepts or in theory. (8) The characteristic quality in which the 
‘phinbs concerned are meant to be presented by the figurative oxd, 1s deter- 
mined solely by the contrast of 7d cdya, namely, as unsubstantiality in a 
Messianic aspect: shadow of the future, standing in relation to it, there- 
fore doubtless as typically presignificant, but destitute and void of its 
reality. .The reference to transitoriness (Spencer, de legit. rit. p. 214 f, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, and others) is purely imported —rd 62 capa] scil. ray 
perddvren, but the body of the future? Inasmuch as the legal state of 
‘things in ver. 16 stands to the future Messianic state in no other relation | 
than that.of the shadow to the living body. itself, which casts the shadow, 
Paul thus, remaining faithful to his figure, designates as the body of the 
future that-which is Vaal and essential in it, which, according to the con- 
text, can be nothing else than just the «éA20v74a themselves, their concrete 
-reality as contrasted with the shadowy form which preceded them. 
Accordingly, he might have conveyed the idea of the verse, but without 
its figurative garb, in this way: 6 gore rh0¢ Toy pehAdvtuv, abra 53 rh péRAovra 
Xprsrod.—Xpioroi] seil. tori, belongs to Christ. The péArovra, namely, viewed 
under the figurative aspect of the cya which casts the shadow referred 
to, must. stand in the same relation to Christ, as the body stands in to the 
Heal. (ver. 19); as the body now adumbrating itself, they must belong to 
- Christ the Head of the body, in so far, namely, as He is Lord and ruler of 
all the relations of the future Messianic constitution, i.e. of the Messianic 
‘kingdom, of the Baceia rod. Xpiorod (i. 18; Eph. v. 5). Whosoever, there- 
fore, holds to the shadow of the future, to the things of the law (as the false 
teachers do and require), and does not strive after the uéAdovra themselves, 
after the body which has cast that shadow, does not hold to Christ, to whom. 
as Head the cua (rij¢ oxedc) belongs as His own. This view, which is far 
~removed from “distorting” the thought’ (as Hofmann objects), is required 
by the natural and obvious correlation of the conception of the body and 
its head, as also by ver. 19.. There is much i inaccuracy and irrelevancy in 
_ the views of expositors, because they have not taken 7d uéAdovra in the | 
> sense, or not purely in the sense, of the relations of the alay wéddov, but in 
~ that of the then existing Christian relations, which in fact still belonged to 
the aldv otroc, and because, in connection therewith, they do not take up 
with clearness and precision ‘the ontouty Hecesety relation of the 


1The solieatios of. Hilgenfold. 1873, p. 7 as with the apostle’ s cherished conception. of 

“199; “the mere bua, Xprorod, a purely somatic. ‘the. cue of Christ, which is contained i imme- 

. Ohristiantty,” is at variance with the anti- distely i in yer. 19. 
thefigal. correlation. of mri and capa, as well. : 
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: genitive Xpioroii ¢ as denoting Him, whose the cdua is, but resolve it into. 


what they please, as eg. Grotius (so: also Bleek) : . ad Christum pertinet, 
ab eo solo petenda est; Huther: “the substance itself, to which those: 
shadowy figures point, has appeared. in Christ ;” Ewald: “so far as there 


is anything really solid, essential, and eternal in. the O. T., it belongs to 


Chiist and to His Spirit;” Hofmann: “the body of the future: is there, : 
where Christ is, present and given with Him” (consequently as if év Xpcor@ - 
were used.)! 2 . 

Ver.18.2 Warning against a further danger, with which they were 
threatened on the part of these false teachers.—yysei¢] not different from . 
gatic in ver. 16, as if the latter emphasized the verb and the former the . 
subject (Hofmann). This would be correct, if in. ver. 16 it were yj} obv 
xpuéro vee tuae. Comp. on piri, ver. 8, and on yydeic, ver. 4, Moreover, 
the words cannot be regarded (with Holtzmann) as a duplicate proceeding 
from the interpolator, especially as they contain a new warning, and in) | 
such a peculiar form (xarafpaf.).—xaraSpaBevréro] [XXXIV d.] Let no one 
deprive you of the prize. xaraBpaBeter, which is not a Cilician word (Je- 
rome; see, on the contrary, Eustath. ad I. 1. 98. 88: xateBpaBebes adrtiv, b¢ 
@acey ot wadacol), is Only now preserved among ancient Greek authors - 
in Dem. ¢. Mid. 544, ult: émordusha Stpdrova tid MedWiov xaraBpaBeviévra 
Kai rapa wdvra ra dikaia aripufivra, Where it expresses the taking away of 


~yictory in a judicial suit, and the procuring of a sentence of condemna- © 
tion, and that in the form of the conception; to bring it about to the injury 


of some one, that not he, but another, shall recetve the prize from the BpaBebs, : 
Midias had bribed the judges. The «aré intimates that the prize was due 
to the person concerned, although it has been in a hostile spirit (not 
merely unrighteously, which would be rapaSpafebew,’ Plat. Mor. p. 585 C; 


Polyb. xxiv. 1. 12) withdrawn from him and adjudged to another. The } 


right view substantially, though not recognizing the distinction from 
napappes., is taken by Chrysostom (wapaSpaBetjrar yéip éotw, brav rap’ 
érépav piv 4 vixyn, wap’ Erépwv dé 16 BoaBeiov) and Theophylact, also Suidas: 
7d GAdhov adywrfouévou Gddrov orepavotiobae Aéyee 6 andaroAog KataBpapebecbar* 
The conception is: (1) To the readers as true believers belongs the Messi- 
ani¢ prize of victory,—this is the assumption upon which the expression — 
is based; (2) The false teachers desire to deprive them of the prize of 
victory and to give it to others, namely, to themselves and their adherents, 


10n 7d cHpa in contrast to cxrd, comp. Jose- 


-phus, Bell. 11.2.5: oxida airnodpevos Bactvcias, 
Ys hpracer éavtad tro copa. Philo, de conf. 
ling. p. 4841 TA pév pyTa tov xpnopoy oxids. 


tTias woavel gcwpatwy elvat ras & éudarvope- 
vas Ouvduecs Ta Ubeotara adybeia mpdyuara. 
Lucian, Hermot. 29. Observe, however, that 
couo invariably retains its. strict literal sense 
of body, a8:'a sensuous expression for the sub- 


~ stantially real, in contrast.to the uaa 
: tial shadow of it. 
Bis aon ver. 18, Reiche, Comm. Crit. p. 


Q77 ff. 

3 With which Theodoret confounds it (adewe 
Bpafevev); he makes it the unrighteous 
awarding of the prize of victory : éreiSy rotvur 
kai of Tas voutkds maparypices TE evayyedio 
Tapapuypurres ‘dard THY KpELTTOVUY aTOVS émb 
Ta éAdtTw peréhepov, eixétws Edy undels buds 
caraBpaBevérw. 

4Comp. also Zonaras, ad Concil. aod: can, 


. 85, p. 851: ro ay Toy vexioarra dkiodv:Tot Bpax 
. Beiov, GAN érépw bibdvar abro adtkoupévou Tou 


wKiTavros. 
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“aid that through their service | of. sa ae ete. ; (8) Just as little, how- 
ever, as in the case of the «pivew in ver. 16, onght. the readers to give heed 
to, or let themselves be led astray by, this hostile proceeding _ of the 
sire Apa beret, which is based upon subjective vanity and is (ver. 19) sepa- 

ration from Christ and His body,—this is implied in the imperatives. 
vonsequently, the view of Jerome, ad Aglas. p10, is: not in substance erto- 
neous, although only approximately corresponding to. the expression: 
“ Nemo adversus vos praemium accipiat;” Erasmus is substantially cor- 
rect: “praemium, quod sectari coepistis, vobis inter vertat ;” comp. Calyin, 

- Estius, Olshausen; Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and others; while the 

Vulgate (sedueat), Luther (“to displace the goal”), and others content them- 
selves ‘with a much less accurate statement. of the sense, and Bengel 
imports into the passage the sense of usurped false leading and instruction, 
as Beza similarly took it The fpaeiov, to which xaraBp. refers, is not 
Christian liberty (Grotius, who explains it praemium exigere), nor yet: 
“the honor and prize of the true worship of God” (de Wette), but, in accord- 
ance With the standing apostolic conception (comp. Phil. iii. 14; 1 Cor. 
ix, 24): the bliss of the Messianic king gdom, the incorruptible orépavoe (1 Cor. 
ix. 25), the ored. tie ducawalvye (2 Tim. iv. §), tHe déEyg (1 Pet. v. 4), tHe Cwie 
(Jas. i. 12); comp. 2 Tim. ii. 5. With reference-to the fpaSeiov, Elsner, 
Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, Steiger, and others, including Biihr, Bolimer, 
Reiche, Huther, and Bleek, following Photius in Oecumenius (uydele bude 
karaxpwérw), have taken caraSpap. in the sense of to condemn, parallel to the 

_xpwéro In ver. 16, or fo refuse salvation to (Hofmann). This rendering is 
not, indeed, to be rejected on linguistic grounds, since Hesychius and 

foe -Suidas both quote the signification xaraxpivew in the case of caraSpaBebee 5. 
oo but jt cannot be justified by proofs adduced, and it is decidedly in opposi- - 
ue tion to the context through the following (éwv «7.4, which presupposes 

not a judgment of the opponents, but an «action, aamething practical, which, 

.. through their perverse religious attitude, they would fain accomplish.— 

 étwr’] se. kataBpapebew tude: while he desires to do this, would willingly 

_accomplish it (comp. Dissen, ad Pind. Ol. ii. 97) by humility, ete: So. 

rightly Theodoret (rotro roipuy cuveBobAcvoy txeivoe yiveoOar tarewoppoctbyy 
ie xeypnuévo), Theophylact (GéAovew tude xataSpaBebew dtd rarewogp. ); 





















































and Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p.822 [E. T. 876]. The “languidum et frig igidum,” 
which Reiche urges against this view, applies at the most only in the 
event of xarafpag, being explained as to condemn; andthe accusation of 

~ tncorrectness of sense (Hofmann) is only based upon an erroneous explana- 

tion of the subsequent éy rarewogp. x.7.4, The interpretation adopted by 
others: taking delight in humility, ete, is based upon the ‘extremely 





























1“Nemo- adversari VOS rectoris par tes sibi- senalony of mapaspabiten: would justify the 
altro sumat.” He starts from the common . ‘adoption of this sense in the case of the com- 
use of Spafevew in the sense of regere ac mo-. - pound xaraBpaB, 
_» derari (see Dorvill. ad Charit. 1p. 404). Comp. 2 Augustine, Castalio, _ Vatablus, “Beting 
--on liie15. But neither the passage | of Dem, Michaelis, Loesner, and ‘others, including: 

Zc, nor the testimony of the Greek. Fathers Storr, Flatt; Bahr, Olshausen, Bax ie stets 
of Sie Pepiqihlne, and Fopntel, a Senin, Bleek, & Homan anid a Hilgentold, 





































Photius in Oecumenius, Calvin, Casaubon, and others, including Huther 





CHAP. IL. 18. - S1t 
unnecessary asstumption ofan un-Greek imitation of 3 yan, such as occurs, 
6 indeed, in the LX-X,* but notin the N.T.; for in Matt. xxvii. 43, @éec is 
used with the accusative, comp. on Rom. vii. 21. Moreover, in the O. T. 
passages the object of the delight is almost invariably (the only exception 
being Ps. exlvii. 10) a person. Even in the Apoer ypha that abnormal 
mode of expression does not occur. Others, again, hold that it is to be 
joined in an. adverbial sense to xarafp.. It would then (see Erasmus, 
Annot.) have to be rendered cupide or studiose® or unconstrained, tolun- 
tarily, equivalent to éedorri, erovrqy, Medovrye, >which sense, here certainly 
quite Mpescucg has been transformed at variance with linguistic: usage 
into the idea: “hoe munus sibi a nullo tributum exercens” (Beza),’ or: 
- unwarrantably (Bohmer, comp. Steiger), or of his own choice (Luther, 
who, like Ewald, couples it. with écfarebwr), or: arbitrarily (Ewald), or: 
cupricicusly (Reiche), ete.; consequently giving it the sense of éxeéy, 
abroleAhe, aitoxédevoroe, OY abroyronev. Even Tittmann, Synon. p. 181, comes 
at length to such an witro, erroneously quoting Herod. ix. 14, where 
dor must be taken asin Plat. Theaet. |. c.—év rarewogp. k. Opyon. rev ayyéA.] 
iv ig not propter, which is supposed to have the meaning: because 
raremopp. K.7.A, is necessary to salvation (Reiche); nor does it denote the 
condition in which the caraBpapebew takes place (Steiger, Huther); but, in 
keeping with the 6é20», it is the means by which the purpose is to be 
attained: by virtue of humility and worshiping of angels.. Thereby he wishes 
to effect that the Spafeiov shall be withdrawn from you (and given to him- 
self and his followers). r. ayyéAov-is the genitive of the object* and belongs 
only to pyex., not to rarewvoop. That the latter, however, is not humility 
_in the proper sense, but is, viewed from the perverse personal standpoint. 
of the false teachers, a humility in their sense only, is plain from the con- 
text (see below, ey ovawwiy. «.7.2.), although trony (Steiger, Huther) is not 
‘to be found.in the word. Paul, namely, designates the thing as that, for 
which the false teachers held-it themselves and desired it to.be held by 
others, and this, indeed, as respects the disposition lying at the root of it, 
which they sought to exhibit (év rarewogp.), and as respects the abnormal 
religious phenomenon manifested among them («. Opyok. tr. ayyéAwr) ; and 
then proceeds to give a deterrent exposure of both of these: together 
according to their true character in a theoretical (4 éuBar.) and 
in amoral (eix# gue... tiv Keparyv) respect. How far the false 
teachers bore themselves as ramemdéppovec, is correctly defined by Theo- 
doret: 
mpoowKes di Tov ayyéAwv Thy Oeiav ebusrerav rpaypyarebecbas, 80 that they thus 
regarded man as too insignificant in the presence of the divine majesty to be 
able to do without® the mediation of angels, which they sought to secure 


Aéyourec, O¢ aépatoc 6 Tov bAwy Bede, avéducrog Te Kat axardAyTroc, Kat- 


by Sturz, Ler. IL. p. 21. : 
_ #Comp. Wisd. xiv. 27; Herodian, iv. 8. 17; 
Clem. Cor. 1.45; see also Grimm on 4 Mace. 


11 Sam. xviii. 22; 2Sam. xy. 26; 1 Kings x. 
9;.2 Chron, ix. 8; is. exlvii. 10. 
2Plat. Theaet. p.143 D; and see Reisig, eal 





. Sect. p. 1438 fy 


8Plat.” Symp. p. 183A, very frequent. in 7 


Homer, Soph. Pail. 1827, Aesch: Choeph. 19. 


790, and, the Paes from Xenophon quoted ay 


-.y.-6, and the passages from Josephus in 


Krebs, p. 329. 


5 Compare Augustine, Conf. 3 x. 42;“Qnem 


invenirem, qui me reconciliaret tibt? Abe- 
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a 


through Bpnoxeta (comp. 4 ‘Niawes iv. 1), thereby ssi the merit of 


Christ (Rom. v. 2) in the background, It is differently explained by 


Chrysostom and Theophylact (comp. also Photius in Oecumenius) : the 


false teachers had declared the majesty of the. Only-Begotien to. be too exalted - 


humanity to haye access through Him to the Father, and hence 
of the mediation of angels for that purpose. In opposition to 
may be urged, that the very prominence so frequently and 
intentionally given to the majesty of Christ in our Epistle, and especially 






as above the angels, rather goes to show that they had depreciated the. 


dignity of Christ. Reiche and Ewald (comp. Hofmann’s interpretation 


~ below) find the rarecogpoctvy in the dpedia cduarog of ver. 28, where, how- | 
ever, the two aberrations are adduced separately from one another, see on - 


ver. 93. Proofs of the existence of the worship of angels in the post- 
apostolic church are found in Justin, Ap. I. 6, p. 66,1 Athenagoras, and 
others; among the Gnostic heretics (Simonians, Cainites): Epiph: Haer. 
xx. 2; Tertullian, praescr. 38 ; Iren. Haer. i. 81, 2; and with respect to the 
Wotshiping of angels in the Colossian region Theodoret testifies : gece dé 
rovto Td rabog é Ty. bpvyia nat TWodéa péxpe woddowv’ ob dF vapw Kat ovveAtoioa 
civodog ev Aaodikeia rio bpvyiag (A.D. 86-4, can. 85) véum KexOArce td Tolg 
ayythorg mpooebyectal, wat péype d& Tod vov eberzpra tod dylov MuyayA rap’ 


éxeivore nal role dudpore éxeivaw éoriv Wetv. The Catholic expedients for evading — 
the prohibition of angel-worship in our passage (as also in the Coneil. 


~ Laod., Mansi, IT. p. 568) may be seen especially in Cornelius a Lapide, 
who understands not all angel-worship, but only that which places the 


angels above Christ (comp. also Bisping), and who refers the Laodicean - 


- prohibition pointing to a “xexpyzyéra eidwAodarpsia” (“bre ob dei Xpioriavode 
éyxaradeirecy tiv éxxAyoiay tod Osod xalartévae nai ayyédoue dvoudtew”? n7.1.), in 


» accordance with the second Nicene Council, only to the cultus latriae, not: 


" duliae, consequently to actual adoration, not reyricjy mpooxivyaw, In 
opposition to the words as they stand (for Spyoxsta with the genitive of the 
subject would necessarily be the cultus, which the angels present to God, 
~ AMace. v. 6,12; Joseph Antt. xil.5.4; comp, Acts xxvi. 5), and also in 
- opposition to the context (see ver. 19), several have taken Trav dyyéAuv as 
_ the genitive of the subject, and have explained it of a religious condition, 
which desired to be like that of the angels, e.g. Luther: “ spirituality of the 
angels,” comp. Melanchthon, Schoettgen. (“habitus aliquis angelicus ””), 
~ Wolf, Dalmer. Nevertheless, Hofmann, attempting a more subtle defini- 
tion. of the sense, has again taken téy dyyéAuv as genitive of the subject, and 
Joined with it not only Opyoxeia, but also ramewodpoobyp. The rarecvodpoatny 
of the angels, namely, consists in their willingly keeping within the bounds 


assigned to them as spirits, and not coveting that which man in this respect 
has beyond them, ceed) what belongs to the eonporeat world. And the — 


+ undum mihi fuitad angelos? Multi Consens res was the subjective” source: of: their 
sd te redire, neque per se dpsos. valentes, ~ going astray to angel-worship. 





“habifi sunt illusionibus.” The (alse) Tamewwor  Krit, 1 BS 329 fe 





siiiman an tiaeeieRaresan, 


-sieut atidio,; tentaverunt hae, et inciderunt.. . 1 Hasselbach ‘gives substantially. the right a 
: : in desiderium curiosaram visionum, “et digni- ite ‘Interpretation of the passage in ue Stud. Ue” 

















* SOHARS IE 18s 02° 319 
- Opnoxsia of the angels is @ self-devotion to God, in which, between them and 
Him, no other barrier exists than that between the Creator and His creatures. 
That rarewogpootvy and this @pycxela man makes into virtue on his part, 
when he, although but partially, venounces that which belongs to Him in dis- . 
tinetion from the an gels (rarewvogp. J. and, as one who has divested himself as 
much as possible of his corporeality, presents himself adoringlytio God in 
such measure as he refrains from what was conferred upon hitw for bodily 
enjoyment. I do not comprehend how, on the one hand, the apostle 
could wrap up the combinations of ideas imputed to him in words so 
-enigmatical, nor, on the other, how the readers could, without the guid-_ 
ance of Hofmann, extract them out of these words, The entire exposi- 
tion is a labyrinth of imported subjective fancies. Paul might at least 
_ have written é Ev éyxpateig émi 7 6potdpare (OY Kal? éuotworv, OF ‘Kab 6 duadryTa) Tig 
~ ramewwodpoctvye Kat Opyoxelac tov ayyéAwy! Feven this would still have been far 
enough from clear, but it would at least have contained the point and a 
hint as to its interpretation"—a édpakev éuBarebwr’] [XXXIV e.]. Subor- 
dinate to the @éAwv «7.2, as a warning modal definition to it: entering upon 
what he has beheld, i.e. instead of concerning himself with what has been 
objectively given (ver. 19), entering the subjective domain of visions with 
his mental activity,—by which is indicated the mystico-theosophie occupa- 
tion of the mind with God and the angels, so that éépaxey (comp. Tert. ¢. 
Mare. v. 19) denotes not a seeing with the eyes, but a mental beholding,® — 
which belonged to the domain of the gavr aCec@at, in part, doubtless, also to» 
that of visionary ecstasy (comp. Acts 11. 17; Rev. ix. 17; épavain Acts ix. 
10, 12, x. 3; 2 Chron. ix. 29, et al.; Luke i. 22), This reference must have 
been intelligible to the readers from the assertions put forth by the false 
teachers,* but the failure to observe it induced copyists, at avery early 
date, to add a negative (sometimes uf? and sometimes ov) before éépaxer. 
"HuBarevecr (only used here in the N. T.; but see Wetstein, also Reisig, ad 
Oecd. Col. praef. p. Xxxix.), with accusative of the place conceived as object 
(Kuhner, II. 1, p.-257), also with the genitive, with the dative, and with 
cic, means lo step wpon, as ¢@.g. vioov, Aech. Pers. 441; wéAw, Bur. Hl. 595; 
yiv, Josh. xix. 49; also with reference to a mental domain, which is trod- 
den by investigation and other mental activity, as Philo, de plant. Noe, p. 






See, besidas, in opposition to Hofmann, 
Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 193 f. 

2This fanciful habit.could not but be fost- 
‘ered and. promoted by the Jewish view, 
according to which the appearances of angels 
were regarded as pavTéicpara. Glesetst, Kirch- 
engesch. I. 1, p. 153, ed. 4). 
8 Ewald Tegards édpaxey as more precisely 
defined by éy ravewvogp. «.7.A., a8 if it ran & ev 
Tarewwobp. x.r.A, édpaxev: “while he enters 


. arbitrarily upon’ that, which he has seen ine 


humility and angel-worship (consequently has 
“not actually himself experienced and Imown), 


and desires to teach it as something true.” 
., But.such a hyperbaton, in the case of the .. 


relative, besides obseuring the sense, is with-. 
out precedent in the N. T. Comp. on ver, 14. 
Besides, the thought itself is far from clear; 
and respecting deAwy. see above, 

4¥or the sphere of vision of the édparey lay 
not outside of the subjects, but in the hollow 
mirror of their own fancy. This applies also 
in opposition to Hilgenfeld, who now (1873, p. 


. 198 -f.) properly rejects the py, but takes & édp, 


éufar. incorrectly: “abiding by the sensuous.” 


. Opposed to this is the very use of the perfect 


éop. and the significant expression éuBaretor, 
The apostle does not mean the dpara, but the 
dépara (i. 16), into. which they ascend oy. 
visions which they profess to nae had. 
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995 ¢, et al, ; ; see Toe p. 369 fe: 9 Miscast il. 30: comp. also Nemes. de 
nat. ae p. 64, ed. Matth. : olpavon éuParebee TH Ocwpig, but not Xen. Conv. iv. 4 
27, where, with Zeunius, fuacreders ought to be read. Phavorinus: éuBar- 
[etre  eheae'td EvSor ae j oxorjoa, It is frequently used in the sense of m4 
Vi jae seizing possession. So Budaeus and Calvi (se ting gerens), both with the 
reading yj, also Huther (estublishing himself firmly in the creations of 
fancy); still the context does not suggest this, and, when used in this - 
sense, duper. is usually coupled ee ele” In the reading of the Recepta, 
& uh sap., the sense amounts either to : entering into the unseen transcendental 
sphere, wherein the assumption would be implied that the domain of 
sense was the only field legitimately open, which would be unsuitable (2 
Cor. y, 7, xii. 12); or to: entering into things, which (although he dreams 
that he has seen them, yet) he has not seen—a concealed antithetical refer- 
enee, which Paul, in order to be intelligible, must have indicated. The 
thought, én the absence of the negative, is not weak (de Wette), but true, in 
— characteristie keeping with the perverseness of theosophic fancies (in oppo- 
tion to Hofmann’s objection), and representing the actual sfate of the case, 
which Paul could not but know. . According to Hofmann, the @ jd 
édpaxev Which he reads is to be taken; not with éufaretwr, but with what / 
goes before: of which, nevertheless, he has seen nothing (and, consequently, - 
cannot imitate it), This is disposed of, apart even from the incorrect 
inference involved in it,! by the préposterousness: of Hofinann’s exposi- 
tion of the razeeroppociny x. Fpyoxeia TOY ayy., With which the connection, hit 
upon by him, of ej with éupareboy (“an investigation, which results in noth- 
ing’’), also falls to the ground.—elxy ovowty. 7.2., and then «al ob Kparév, 
«7.4., ave both subordinate to the & ddpaxer EvBarebor, and contain two 
modal definitions of it fraught with the utmost danger.—claj yvorobp.] 
[XXXIV f] for the entering upon what was seen did not rest upon areal 
divine revelation, but upon a conceited, fanciful self oxuggeration, Td dé 
(YE Gvorokuevog Th TarEwodpoowyy évavtiov ob« éorn’ tiv wey yap toxyrrovTo, rot 
68 rboov td méBog axpiBOo mepeéxerro, Theodoret. On eth, temere, i.e. with 
oud ground, comp, Matt. v.22; Rom. xiii. 4; Plat. Menez. p. 284 C; Xen. 
Cyrop. ii. 2. 22. It places the vanity, that, is, ‘the objective groundlessness 
of the pride, in contradistinction to their presumptuous fancies, eniphati- / 
cally in'the foreground, Even if {u@er. is not taken absolutely with Hof- : 
‘Mann, We may not join it with exp (in opposition to Steiger, de Wette, | 
Reiche ; BGhmer is doubtful), since it is not the uselessness (in this sense : 
‘elxg would require to be taken, 1 Cor. xv. 2; Gal. iii. 4, iv. 11) of the éufa- 
tetew & gdp. (oY & jay ép.), but this Bareien in and of itself, that forms 
‘the characteristic perv ersity 1 in the conduct of those, people—a perversity 
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1Dem,; 894.7; Eur. Herne: 876; Schleusner,. | 4For even ihe ahueni eens may in any 
Thes. FT. 332; Bloomfield, Gloss. in Aesch, Pers. other way have been: brought to our knowl- 
p..146 f, edge, we may and under certain eir cumstans 

2 Dem. 894.7, 1085, 24, 1086. 19; Isa. ix. 3, et '-ees. should, imitate (comp. eg. FE ph. we 1). 
‘ale; 1 Mace. xii 2h, : And even'the angels and their actions bave 


#Comp. Chrysostom : ‘ they have not- seen ». been included among the objects of the divine 
the angels, and yet bear Mice tree a8 if they: f “revelation as to the histor y of salvation and 
~ had seen pen =: : we its jaceoroplislianent 



















which is set forth by etx# @vootp. x.7.4., and in ver. 19:as immoral and 
antichristian.—is0 roti vode rie cape. abrov] becoming puffed up by (as opera- 
tive principle) the reason of his flesh. This is the morally determined 
intellectual faculty in its character and activity as not divinely regulated, . 
in which unennobled condition (see on Eph. iv. 28) it is the servant, not 


of the divine zretwe, whose organ it is designed to be, but of the materio- 


physical human nature, of the cipf as the seat of the sin-power, and is 
governed by its lusts instead of the divine truth! The vote does not 
belong to the essence of the odpf Gn opposition to Holsten); but, be it 
observed, the matter is so represented that the odpf of the false teacher, 
in accordance with its dominant superiority, appears personified (comp.: 
Rom. vili. 6), as if the vote, influenced by it, and therewith serviceable to 
it, were its own. In virtue of this non-free and, in its activity, sinfully- 
directed reason, the man, who is guided by it, is dvégrog (Gal. iil. 1, 8; Tit: 
lii. 3), loses his moral judgment (Rom. xii. 2), falls into ériuuiag dvogrouc 
(1 Tim. vi. 9), and withstands Christian truth and purity as xare@dappévoc 
rov vody (2 Tim. il. 8; 2 Cor. xi. 8), and écxoticpévoe 7H Sravoia (Eph. iv. 
18) —The puffing wp of the persons in question consisted in this, that with 
all their professed and apparent humility they, as is commonly the case 
with mystic tendencies, fancied that they could not be content with the 


simple knowledge and obedience of the gospel, but were capable of attain- . ” 


ing a special higher wisdom and sanctity. Lt is well said by Theophylact: 
ming yap ov eared voos kK. waytos TO AeTica Ta brd Xpiorod ede John 
ii. 16,17, 19, x. 26 fl, «at pupia boal 

Ver. 19. [XXXIV 9 g.] Kai] annexing to etx} gvovbpevog «7.2. a further, 
and that a negative, modal form of the @ éépaxev éuBarebov. This éufares- 
ev into what is seen takes place, namely, in such a way, that one is 
puffed up by fleshly reason, and does not hold the Head, ete. So much is 
it at variance with the nature and success, as respects unity, of the church !? 
—ol kparav u7.4.] not holding fast (but letting it go, comp. Song of Sol. iit. 
4: ixpéryoa abtrov kal ob« a¢jxa abrév) the Head, inasmuch, namely, as they 
seek angelic mediation. Bengel aptly observes: “ Quinon unice Christum 
tenet, plane non tenet.”—2¢ of «.7.4.] represents the whole objectionable- 
ness of this ob xparév tr. xed., and the absolute necessity of the opposite. 
This ob is not to be referred to the verbal idea (Bengel’s suggestion: “ ex 
quo se. tenendo caput”), but applies objectively (comp. Eph. iv. 15 f) to 
that which was designated by rj xepadA. In this view it may be musecu- 


. line, according to the construction «ar& obvecww (Kithner, IT. 1, p. 49), as it 


is usually taken, but it may also—and this.is preferable, because here the 
personality is not, as in Eph. iv. 16 f, specially marked—be neuter, so that 
it takes up the Head, not personally (though it és Christ), but in accord- 


H 


1Comp. Rom. i. 21, 28, iv. 1, vi. 19, vil. 14, xii. 


a 2; Eph. iv.17-f.; see also Kluge in the Jahrb. 
.f. De Theol. 1871, p. 329 th 


2The conduct of those men is the negation 
of this holy relation, a-separation from the 
organism of the body of Christ-as an unity. 


21 


The compressed characterizing of this artic. 
ulated organism is therefore as suitable here 


as in Eph. iv. 16, and by no means an. opus 


supereroqationis on the part of the author 
(Holtzmann). 
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ance with the neuter idea: from which. See Matthiae, p. 988; Kithner, IT. 
“1, p. 55. Comp: Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 201.. The +. xedada. might also be 
taken attributively : not holding fast as the Head Him, from whom, ete. 
(Ewald), which would be, however, less simple and less forcibly deserip- 
tive, & denotes the causal issuing forth of the subsequently expressed 
relation, comp. Eph. iv. 16.—réy 73 cdza] consequently no member is 
excepted, so that no member can expect from any other quarter what is 
destined for, and conveyed to, the whole body from the head. The con- 
ception of the church as the body of Christ, the Head, is not. in our 
Epistle and the Ephesian letter different from that of the other Epistles 
(in opposition ‘to Holtzmann, p. 289 ff). Comp. on 1 Cor. xii. 12 f,, vi. 
“15; Rom. xii. 4 f£; also 1 Cor. xi. 3. Any pressing contrary to the 
author’s design of the thought of a cdua, which strictly taken is a trunk, . 
is in this particular case excluded by the graphic delineation of the con- 
stantly living and active connection of the members with the Head. 
Every comparison, indeed, when pressed, becomes halting.—dia ray dgov 
x. ovpdecndy ércyop. x, oveBiB.] The participial relation to the following 
verb is this: from the Head the whole body is furnished and bound 
together and grows in this way, so that é od therefore is to be referred 
neither to the participles only, nor to the verb only, but to both; and dia 
7. dd, x, cuvdecu. specifies by what means the éryop, x. ovuBeB., procecding 
feom the Head, is brought about, viz. through the (bodily) nerve-inypulses (not 
joints, as it is usually explained; see on Eph. iy. 16), which are conveyed 
from the Head to the body, and through the bands, which, proceeding | 
from the Head, place the whole in organic connection. Observe that 
éxtyop. refers to. dui 7, dgdy, and ovuBif. to «. curdecu. Theophylact (comp, 
Theodoret) has aptly illustrated the former by the action of the nerves 
which is diffused from the head through the entire body, so that ad rife 
xepadie tort rica aicbyor x, nica kivyow. As, therefore, the body receives 
“its efficiency from the head through the contact of dmpuises effeeted by 
means of the netwark. of nerves, so would the church, separated from 
. Christ—from whom the feelings and impulses in a spiritual sense, the 
motions and activities of the-higher Cw#, are conveyed to it—be without 
. the supply in question. Comp. the idea of the figure of the vine, 
Further: as, starting from the head, the whole body, by means of the 
-.. bands which bind member to member, is bound together into one organic 
-. whole; so algo is the entire church, starting from Christ, by means of the 
bands of Christian communion (coweria), Which give to the union of indi- 
- viduals the coherence of articulate unity. Faith is the inner ground of the 
dgai, not the latter themselves (in opposition to Bengel) ; so also is love the 
inner ground of the cwdesnoi of the mystical body, not these latter them- 
Selves (in opposition to Tertullian, Zanchius, Estius, Bengel, and others); 
and the operative principle. on. the part of Christ the Head is the Holy 
- Spirit (Eph, iv. 4; 1 Cor. xii. 8 £, 7, ef al). Theodoret erroneously (comp, - 
Ewald) explains the. owdeopot as the arésroAat Kk. mpodprat tt, diddonahor, and 
Bohmer takes the dgat and cwdeon, as the believers. The latter, as also — 
_ the teachers, are in fact the members, and share in experiencing what is — 
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~ here asserted of the entire body.—érvyopnyotu.] receiving supply, being fur- 
nished. Comp. on the passive expression, which is not un-Pauline (Holts 

mann), butin harmony with the general passive usage,’ Kihner IT. 1.p.109. 
The compound, not expressing “in addition besides” (Bleek), denotes that 

the yopeyia is coming to, is being conveyed towards. Comp. 2 Cor. ix. 10; Gal. 
iii: 5; Dion. Hal.x. 54. But it is not said with what the body is provided, 
as yopyyeiy (comp, also éxcyop., Ecclus. xxv. 22) is often used absolutely 
(see e.g. the passages from Polybius in Schweighiuser, Lex. p. 668), and 
admits of its more precise definition being supplied from the. context, 
which, however, here points not to nourishment (Grotius, de Wette), but 

‘to that which is accomplished through the feelings (déév), namely, the 

vital activity, of which the body would be destitute in the absence of" the 

different impulses.2—rjv abfyow roi Ocot] denoted by the article as the 

divine growth absolutely; rot Oot is the genitive auctoris: which God 

confers (1 Cor. iii. 6,7), with which é¢ od is not at variance (as Bahr 

thinks), since God is ranked above Christ (1 Cor. xi. 3), and is the supreme - 
operating principle in the church (1 Cor. xii. 6; Eph. iv. 6). At once 
weak, and suggested by nothing in the text, is the view: “incrementum, 

quod Deus probat ” (Calvin, Bahr*). What is meant is the gradual growth 

of Christians collectively toward Christian perfection. The circumstance 

that atfec as an intransitive only occurs again in Eph. ii. 21, comp. iv. 15, 

and abfyowe only in Eph. iv. 16, cannot prove it to be an un-Pauline mode 

of expression (Holtzmann). : 

Ver. 20 f [On Vy. 20-28, see Note XXXY. pages 540, 341.] After these 
warnings, vv. 16-19, which were intended to secure his readers against 
the seduction threatening them, the apostle now returns for the same 
_ purpose once more to the two main foundations of the Christian life, to 
the fellowship with Christ in death, (ver. 20), and fellowship with 
Him also in resurrection (iii, 1). EXXXV a] His aim is to show, 
in connection with the former, the groundlessness and perversity 
of the heretical prohibitions of meats (vy. 20-23), and to attach to the 
latter—to the fellowship of resurrection—the essence of Christian 
morality in whole and in detail, and therewith the paraenetie portion of 
the Epistle (iii. 1-iv. 6), the tenor of which thereby receives the character 
of the holiest moral necessity——et drefdvere «t.A.] [XXXV b.] the legal 
abstinence required by the false teachers (see below) stands in contradic- 
tion with the fact, that the readers at their conversion had entered into 
the fellowship of the death of Christ, and thereby had become loosed from 
the ororyeta tov Kbauov (see on ver. 8), é.e. from the ritual religious ele- 

ments of non-Christian humanity, among which the legal prohibition of 


1Polyh, iv. 77. 2: woAAats aoppats éx dices 3 Comp. Ghigsastem and Oecuumenius, who 
Kexopnynievos, Hi. 75,3, et al; Diod. Sic. i, explain rod @eot by xara Gedy, 
“48; Heclus. xliv. 6;.3 Mace. vi. 40, 4Respecting the connection of the wath 


2Comp. Chrysostom : 7d elvae Kat To. kadiis _with the more precisely defined cognate noun, 
‘elvas, Theophylact: maga aicOnois x. maga see Winer, p.210(E. T. 224]; Lobeck, Paralip. 
xivqocs,, and in the application: AawBdve. ro pp. 507 fs eee IT, 2, p. 262 £ :. 
Qiv x, adgew mveuparinas. ; 
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meats and the traditional regulations founded thereon are included. How 
fur the man who has died with Christ has ‘passed out of connection with 
“these elementary things, is taught by ver. 14, according to which, through 
‘the death of Christ, the law as to its debt-obligation has been abolished. 
Consequently, in the case of those who have died with Christ, the law, and 
everything belonging to the same category with it, have no further claim . 
to urge, since Christ has allowed the curse of the law to be accomplished 
on Himself, and this has also taken place in believers in virtue of their 
fellowship of death with Him, whereby the binding relation of debt which 
had hitherto subsisted for them has ceased.’—irolvpaxew, with and, mean- 
ing to die away from something, moriendo liberari a (Porphyr. de abstin. ab 
“su. anim, i. 41), is only met with here in the N.T.; elsewhere it is used 
with the dative, as in Gal. ii. 19, Rom. vi. 2, whereby the same thing is 
otherwise conceived in point of form. It is, moreover, to be observed, that 
Christ. Himself also is by death released from the orovyeia, since He was 
‘made under the law, and, although sinless, was destined to take upon 
Himself the curse of it; [XXX'V e¢.] hence it was only by His death in 
obedience to the Father (Phil. ii.8; Rom. v.19), that He became released 
from this relation. Comp. on Gal. iv. 4. Huther erroneously denies that 
such an drodaveiy can be predicated of Christ, and therefore assumes 
(comp. Schenkel and Dalmer) the brachylogy: “af, by your dying with — 
Christ, ye are dead from the orayea rob Koopod.’—ri we Cavreg #.7.A.] why 
are ye, as though ye were still alive in the world, commanded: Touch not, etc. 
Such commands are adapted to those who are not, like you, dead, ete. 
“As axolavévter obv X. dnd 7. orory. 7. xbou., ye are no longer alive in the 
domain of the non-Christian «éopoc, but are removed from that sphere of 
life (belonging to the heavenly rodirevya, Phil. iii, 20). The word doyyari- 
ten, [XX XV d.] only found here in the N. T., but frequently in the LAX. 
and Apocrypha, and in the Fathers and decrees of Councils (see Suicer, 
Thes. I. p. 935), means nothing more than to decree? and doyyarivecbe is | 
passive: why are ye prescribed to, why do men make decrees for you (vobis)? 
so that it is not a reproach (the censure conveyed by the expression affects | 
rather the false teachers), but a warning to those readers (comp. vv. 16, 18) 
who were not yet led away (i. 4, ii. 5), and. who ought not to yield any 
compliance to so absurd a demand. That the readers are the passive sul 
~ fect, is quite according to rule, since the active has the dative along with 
it, SoyuariZew ter (2 Mace. x. 8); comp. also Hofmann and Beza. The 
usual rendering takes doyuzar. as middle, and that either ‘as: why do ye 
allow commands to be laid down for you (Huther), rules to be imposed upon 
you (de .Wette), yourselves to be entangled. with rules (Luther)? and such 
like;® or even: why do ye make rules for yourselves (Ewald)? comp, Vul- 
gate: decernitis, This, however, would involve a censure of the readers, and 
- d¢ Govres ty xéoup would express the unsuitableness of their conduct with 


“3Oomip. Gal. iL-19, iv. 3,9; Rom. vii.4, etal... 8Comp. Chrysostom: grits rots erotxelors 
8 Diod. Sic. iv,83} Diog. L. iil.51;,Anth. Pal... taréeero 6 e; similarly Theodoret, Beza; and 
dx, 676.4; Arrian. Epict, iii..7; Esth. iii, 9; 3 . recently, Bahr, Bohmer, Olshausen, Baum- 

~ Esdr. vi. 34; 2 Mace, x. 8, xv.86; 3 Mac v.11, garten-Crusius, Bleek, and others. os 
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their Christian standing—a réproach, arn would be altogether out of 
harmony with the other contents of the Epistle. On the contrary, é¢ 
Savrec év x. indicates the erroneous aspect in which the Christian standing 
of the readers was regarded by the false teachers, who took up such an 
attitude towards them, as if they were not yet dead from the world, which 
nevertheless (comp. ver, 11 f.) they are through their fellowship with 
Christ (iii. 8; Gal. ii. 19 £; 2 Cor. v.14). The d¢ Covree bv rdopm, More- 
over, is entirely misunderstood by Biihr: “as if one could at all attain to 
life and salvation through externals.” Comp., on the contrary, the thought 
of the eiva: év 7} capxi in Rom. vii. 5 and Gal. vi. 14. Observe, further: 
that this tj év xéouy is not one and the same thing with sivac brd ré oro 
xeéia rob xécuou (Hofmann, by way of establishing his explanation of ero 
yeia in the sense of the material things of the world); but the ty & x. is 
the more general, to which the special elva: bd 7. oroyeta tr. x. is subordi- 
nae. Ifthe former is the ease, the latter also takes place by way of con- 
sequence.—n) dap x«.7.4.] a vivid concrete representation of the déyzara 
concerned, in a “compendiaria mimesis” (Flacius). The triple deserip- 
tion brings out the urgency of the eager demand for abstinence, and the 
relation of the three prohibitions is such, that uydé bath times means nor : 
even; in the second instance, however, in the sense of ne quidem, so that 
the last point stands to the two former together in the relation of a cli- 
max: thow shalt not lay hold of, nor even taste, nor once touch! What was 
meant as object of this enjoined aréyeahac (1 Tim. iv. 8) the reader was 
aware, and its omission only renders the description more vivid and terse. 
Steiger’s view, that the object was suppressed by the false teachers them- 
selves from fear and hypocrisy, is quite groundless. From. the words 
themselves, however (yebsy), and from the subsquent context (see ver. 28), 
it is plain that the prohibitions concerned certain meats and drinks (comp. 
ver. 16); and itis entirely arbitrary to mix up other things, as even de 
‘Wette does, making them refer also to sexual intercourse (O:yyévew yovatxde, 
Eur. Hipp. 1044, et al.);} while others distinguish between dyn and ‘diyne 
in respect of their objects, e.g. Estius: the former refers to unclean objects, 
such as the garments of a menstruous woman, the latter to the buying 
and selling of unclean meats; Erasmus, Zanchius: the former concerns 
dead bodies, the latter sacred vessels and the like; Grotius: the former 
refers to meats, the lafler to the “ vitandas feminas,” to which Flatt and 
Dalmer, following older writers, make ayy refer (1 Cor. vii. 1). Others 
give other expositions still; Bohmer arbitarily makes @iyy¢ refer to the 
oil, which the Essenes and other theosophists regarded as a labes. That 
— Paul in ayy and iy. had no definite object at all in view, is not even prob- 
able (in. opposition to Huther), because yetoy stands between them, and 
ver, 23 points to abstinence from meats, and not at the same time to any-_ 
thing else.—Following the more forcible dy, lay hold of, the more subtle 
Oiyne, touch, is in admirable keeping with the climax: the object was to 
be even aBucrov (Soph. 0. C. 39)2. Hofmann erroneously holds that dro- 


1 See Monek, aa Eur. Hipp.14; Valekenaer, *Comp.on the difference between the twa. 
ad. Phoen, 303. fie words, Xen. Cyrop. 3.3.5: éray wév. tod dprov 














326 «THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSIANS. 


pac expresses rather the motion of the subject grasping at something, Oyydvw 
rather his arriving at the object. In opposition to this fiction stands the 
testimony of all the passages in the Gospels (Matt. viii. 3, ix. 20; John 
xx, 17, and many others), in which dzrectu signifies the actual laying 
hold of, and, in. Paul’s writings, of 1 Cor. vii. 1, 2 Cor. vi. 17, as. also the 
‘quite common Grecian usage in the sense of contrectare (attingere et 
inhaerere), and similarly the signification of the active to fasten to, to make 
to stick (Lobeck, ad Soph: Aj. 698; Duncan, Lev. Hom, ed. Rost, p. 150). 
The mere stretching out the hand towards something, in order to seize it, is 
never drrecfa. Hofmann, moreover, in order to establish a climax of 
the three points, arbitrarily makes the subtle gloss upon ysiey, that this 
might even happen more unintentionally y, and upon Oiyye, that this might 
happen tnvolunigrilys : 
Ver. 22. We are not to put ina parenthesis yu) ayy... aroxpijace (Eras- 
‘naus Schmid, Heinrichs, and others), but merely & éorw ... dxoyp. (Gries- 
bach, Lachmann, Scholz, Ewald); for the construction proceeds uninter- 
ruptedly to @izy¢, is then only broken by the judgment @ gor: mw. eg O6. 7. 
avoyp., and thereafter runs on With nara ra évrdau. nr Amd bate... aroyp. is 
an. inserted? judginent of the apostle anent that which the false teachers 
interdicted by py aby nzA.: which all wre destined to destruction® through the 
using,—from which it is to be rendered palpably apparent, how preposter- _ 
ous itis to make such things a condition of eternal bliss by urging absti- - 
~-nence from them. We have here a similar line of argument to that in 
~ Matt. xv.17. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 18. Tence ¢opé is meant to denote the — 
perishing which takes place through the natural dissolution (digestion) 
of the meats and drinks; and with this conception quite accords the pur- 
 posely-chosen compound r# axoxpioe:, which, like abusus, indicates the 
using up, the consuming (Plut. Mor. p. 267 E; Davis, ad Cie. Nv D. iv. 60). 
‘So it is unanimously explained by Chrysostom, Theodoret (ele Kémpov yap 
drapra perapadaera), Oecumenius (¢bopa ydp, dyow, iméxeiras bv 7O dgedpar), 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Wolf, Grotius, Michaclis, 
and many others, including Bithr, Steiger, Olshausen, Ewald, Bleek, Hof- 
mann. But, according to others, who likewise regard @... amoyp. as a 
parenthetical judgment, the dis to be referred to the prohibitions, azayp. 
to the use, ze. the following of them, and ¢#opa (comp. Gal. vi. 8) to the 


din, els ob8ev thy xeipa drovduevov.(c@ bpd), accepted as certain), see Schaefer, ad Greg. 
Gray 'Sé rourwy (these dainty dishes) tevas 6iyps, Cor, p. 990, Ellendt, Len. Soph. I. p. 804; Ktth= 
albus aroxabaipn thy Xelpa eis. ra Xeipopanrpa,’ “ner, I. p. 833. 
also.¥e 1, 16. In. an inverted climax, Eur. 
Bacch, 617. ob7" eOuyev ove” Had” Huey, . See 
* also Ex. xix. 12, where the LXX. delicately 
and ‘aptly render MEPs JA}, to touch the 
- outer border of the mountain, by the free trans Bzgziy els boner, tb sarsien ete dasiriction: 


ation Giyew re abrod, but then express the — 4, ¢ it serves for the purpose of being destroyed, : 
. general Wa zn by the stronept 6 i adie _. See generally Winer, p. 173 [E.'T. 18 a} Butt-: 

vos Tou Bpous. ~ taann, Weut. Gr. p. 131 [E. T.150 f], Comp. © - 
“oD Respeeting the aorist, Oryely a: “sraseut’” Wisd. Iv. foe Heclus. xxxiy, 10; Judith v. By” 
: diye instead of eer dvay, ean: ‘nowhere. ‘pe. 24, viii 22. 


2 Por itis only an incidental obaerraiton in 
2 opposition to the above bsoyuariger@at;- the 
~ Main ground of opposition to the a lies. in 
eb dmebav. our X, : 















Jha on re nc ecsttetenn er RES: 


ree 











OHAP. 11, 22, ieee 397 


destruction of the persons who follow them : all which déypara by their use 
“tend to (eternal) destruction. So Ambrosiaster, Augustine, Cornelius’ a 


Lapide, Calixtus, Heumann, Junker. Erroneously; because. éxdypyete 
never means merely use, and even the simple ype, in the sense of THEOL, 


would be an unsuitable designation ; in fact, the entire addition, “by the 


use,” would be utterly superfluous. On account of aroxp., the expedient 
must also be rejected, on linguistic grounds, that @... dmoxp. are still words 
of the fulse teachers, which Paul repeats with irony: “omnia haee (vetita) 


usu suo perniciem afferunt,” Heinrichs, comp. Schenkel. By others, who, 


like Tischendorf, have deleted the marke of parenthesis, the whole down 
to darOporav is taken together : : all this, which the false teachers forbid, 
tends through the using to (“ moral,” de Wette) destruction , “si sc. ex 
doctorum Judaicorum praeceptis et doctrinis hac de re judicium feratur,” 4. 
Kypke; so also Vatablus, Storr, Flatt, Béhmer, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius (HTuther is undecided between this explanation and ours). But 


in opposition to this it may be urged, that the compound aroxpioes would 


*be entirely without a motive, since not the consumption, but the use at all 
would be soul-destroying according to the maxims of those people. Our 
view alone supplies a-motive for the use of aroypyoe, and that through the 
point of its connection with eg dGopay, in Which case, however, the object 
affected by aroyp. and eg gfop. must be the seme (the things forbidden). 
De Wette's objections are irrelevant, since the thought of the parenthesis 


és... drop. is expressed not strangely, but with Pauline ingenuity, the 

words Kara ré évrdau. «7.4. annexed to doynariveate are by no means super- 
-fluous (see below), nor does this annexation require us to begin the paren- 
thesis with yp ayy and thereby to include heterogeneous elements together; 


for py ayy «7.4, still belongs closely to doyyar., of which it is the contents, 
and cara raé évrdaw. «7.4 is then annexed, after the brief incidentally 


inserted remark, to doyzar. and its contents (uj ayy 7A.) —Kard ta bvrda~ 


kote k.t.A.] [TX XXV ej The article before évrday., and extending also to 
diwackaa., is generic. The py. aby «ra. was decreed by the false teachers 
conformably to the commandments and doctrines of men, not in Consequence 
of what God had commanded and taught. This clement, annexed to doy- 
parig., is by no means superfluous (in opposition to de Wette), since, in 
fact, déyua in itself is a command generally, and may be, one based upon 
divine authority ; it rather serves to bring out with perfect clearness the 


conflicting relation, in which that doyyarifecta stands to the -amefdvere ody 


Xpwré «7.4. For what the false teachers decreed was not the prohibitions 
of meats contained in the law of Moses as such, and these alone (although 
they too would have been incompatible with the dwe(dvere ody X. «.7.4.), but 
such as consisted in the human (Essene) definitions, expansions, and 
amplifications of the former («art tiv tapddoaw réy avOparey, ver. 8). Tt was 
in this, and not in the mere setting up again of the Mosaic law abolished 


1 Similarly Dalmer, who, however, takes rj found in the sense of abuse (karaxpijows, tapas | 
éroxp. in-the sense of abuse, joining itimme-  ypfots), awoypjors is not, though it was so 


diately to card ras Sidack.«7.A. But while taken by Erasmus Schmid, Schosttgen, Zach- 
»  dmoxphodae (Dem, 215.8; Herodian, v. 1.13) is ariae, as also by Grimm in his Lezicon. 
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through Christ (Ghryscsiom and: many others), that the ee feolar Was 
regulated by hwnan standard, without the divine authority and warrant. 


Moreover, diac, is not synonymous with évradp., but has a wider sense (in 


Matt. xv. 9 and Mark vi. 7, the narrower idea comes «jler as a more pre- 
cise definition), so that the two together specity the preceptive and g generally 


-. (nai) the doctrinal standard. Comp. Isa. xxix. 18, 


Ver. 28. And of what nature and quality is that, which I have just termed 
ra évrdipara x. diwacKad tov drvbp.?—dreve] quippe quae, i.e. ita comparata, 


ut (Ktihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 80). The conception was different in 4 of 
ver. 22, where the thing in question was regarded purely objectively, as 


mere object.—io7i] belongs to éyovra, without, however, being with this 


— equivalent-to éyee; it Introduces what the are are as regards their quality. 
If it belonged to obk év ty} tax (Bahr), or to apic¢ rAnom. 7. 0. (Bengel), or 


to ty eerotpyoneia «7A. (that which moves and has its being in sMeAotip. «.7.2.), 
as Hofmann thinks, taking aéyov pu. éyorra ood. parenthetically—why 
should it not have been actually placed beside that to which it would 
belong? Apart. from this, Hofmann’s connection of it with gv Medodp, ¢ 
could alone deserve consideration, since from év éte,o¢p,-onwards all that 
follows is. consecutive. But even this connection must be abandoned, 
because the sphere of subsistence indicated by év éGetovp, «.r.4. would be 


‘too wide for such special prohibitions, ver. 21, as are conveyed by. dria, 


and because we have no right to put aside from the connection, as a mere 

incisum, the important thought (comp. ver. 8) expressed by Ady 7. ex. codiac, 
which comes in with éori so emphatically at the very head of the judg-— 
ment, and appropriately, as regards. meaning, attaches to itself all that 
follows.—/dyov éyew, explained by many since Jerome approximately in 
the sense of speciem or praeteatum hubere (see Kypke, de Wette, Dalmer, 
and others; also Késter in the Stud. w. Avrit. 1854, p. 318), may, according © 
as we adopt for Adyo¢ the signification ratio or sermo, mean either: to. have. 
ground,’ in which case the ground may certainly be only an apparent one, 
a pretext (comp. Ellendt, Ler. Soph. IT. p, 36); further, to have an insight 


into something (often thus in Plato, e.g. Rep. p. 475 C), to have regard to 


(Herod. 1.62; Plat. Tim. p. 87.C); or: to have a reputation, so that one is 
in any relation the subject of discourse, of legend, of mention, of rumor, 
ete” The latter signification is here to be adhered to, because the sub- 
sequent oun év ry te, When correctly rendered, accords with it as bear- 
ing on the matter in hand, and is in sense appropriately correlative. 
Hence: that which has a repute of wisdom, popularly passes for wisdom. 
Comp. évoua tye (Rev. fii. 1) and dvoudfechar (1 Cor. v. 11).—é] without a 


subsequent dé there 1 was before the apostle's mind the contrast: repute, 


“180 in the paswages: from Dem ath: , Dionys, 


Hal, and. Lesbonax in Kypke; from Plat. in 
~ Ast, Lew. IL. p. 257; from Polyb, in Schweig- _ 
hiuser, Lea, p. 870... So Hilgenfeld, in his 
Beitschr, 1870, - ps 250, holding. hee what: is. 
rejected’ in the ‘legal sense in'ver. 22:18. here 
“permitted as voluntary aicaticioms, i 


however, on the. sequel, from which 


impossibility of this interpretation is eel 


evident. 
_ ASee-e g. Plat. Epin. p. O87. Bs *Ewaddpos 
+2. Adpodirns elvar rxedov EXxet Adyor (dicttur), 


Herod. v. 56: Adyar exer, Thy “Hveigry dvameicas 
. eomp. ix, 78; Xen. Oee, 11, 4. (the same thing. 
” eonceiyed under. another: form + Asyas exey 
Mi ma, Herod. VIL 5; and frequently). 
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‘truly, but not the reality, ob divayw, obw aaAjfear, Chrysostom. He omitted 


to express this, however, led aside by the progress of his discourse, so that 
instead of bringing in the antithesis of Asyov by dé, he makes ob« ey riyh 
ris LOllow without dé and in contrast not to the Adyov, but to the tv éber08p, 
gt A,—from which we are to gather in substance, what in starting with 
Adyov pév it was intended to express. The linguistic phenomenon of this - 


yey without an adversative word following is so common, that there is no 


ground for requiring before ob« év ryeg t. an aad (Hofmann), which might 


have been used (Baeumlein, p. 170), but not necessarily. Holtzmann also 


takes too much offence at the absence of a formal contrast, and finds in spac. 


iyo. t. oupxdg an ill-inserted remnant of the original—tv Wetodpyoneia] 
[XXXVI f] instrumental, specifying by what means itis brought about, on 


the part of those who lay down the commandments and doctrines referred 
to, that the latter have a repute of wisdom: through. self-chosen worship, 4. e. 
through a cultus, which is not divinely commanded, but is the work of 
their own selfdetermination. What was meant by this, the reader. was 
aware; and ver, 18 places it beyond doubt that the worship of angels 
formed an essential and chief part of it, though it need not, from the 


- general character of the expression in our passage, have been meant 
exclusively; other forms of capricious cultus. may bave been included 


with it. The swbstentive ée20p. does not oecur elsewhere except in eccle- 


‘siastical writers; but the verb bvesodpyocciv is explained by Suidas: idio. 
- Vethuate céBev 7d Soxotv, and Epiph. Hauer. i. 16 explains the name Phari- 
sces: di TO ddapiopévorg elvar abroig ara tov dAdov duit vi» evedowepiaoo- 
Opnoketay wap avroig vevoxuopévyy® TWofmann erroncously takes away 


from the word in itself the bad sense, and explains (after the analogy of 
sy 


—évehorovia antl &VeAoupyia): Worship, which one interests himecl? in. This 


view is prohibited by the evident retrospective reference of this word and 


the following one to ver. 18, where, according to the right interpretation, 
~~ the Spyonela was certainly something bad. The unfavorable meaning, 


according to Hofmann’s present explanation (he gave a different but also 
erroneous view in his Schrifthew. IL. 2, p. 72; see, in opposition to it, my 


third edition), is only got by the addition of cauarec, which belongs to all 


the, three points, so that mMseAodpyonela couareg must be understood as a 
worship gladly and earnestly rendered, bat which is rendered only with 
bodily demeanor, But cduaroe does not suit either with eveAodp. or rarenmogp 3 


but only with ddedia. For it is plain from ddedia oauarog that oduaroc is 
: f “ f ¢ t ff 

the genitive of the object, from which it follows that tpyoxela caucrog would . 

yield the opposite sense: a Upyoueia rendered to the body (comp. Upyor. rev 


-1See Erasmus, Annot.,and generally Winer, | kat wy xeAcvadeis «,7.A.), and various others. 


p. 534 f. [E. T, 575]; Buttmann, WVeut. Gr. p. 
313 [E. T. 865]; Klotz, ad Devar, p. 656; Maeta- 


ner, ad Antiph. p. 138; Baeumlein, Partik, p. 


163 f. 


Comp. eedoSovdcia, (Plat. Symip. p. 184 ©, 
“Rep, -p. -562,. D), ededokdxnous, ePedoxivdyvos, . 
edeAGrropos eOedompdgevos (Thue, iii. 70. 2, where » 


the scholiast: explains: ag’ éavrod yerduevog 





According to Hofmann, namely, rareuvo- 
dportvy cdparos is a disposition of self-humit- 
tation, which, however, only. weakens. the body 
by abstinences, Butit would rather have. the 


absurd sense : humility of the bodys for rarer 
- vodbpoodvy neither means humiliation: nor 


self-humiliation, but humility, weakness, ver. 


18, iif. 12; Phil. ii. 3, 
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ayyédwy in ver, 18), which would come ultimately to the idea of the Aarpebee 


‘TH jdovh (Lucian, Nigr. 15), comp. Plut. Mor. p. 107 C: Aarpeia rot caparoe, 


and on the matter conecived as Spyoxeta, Phil. iii, 19.—rarewopposc.] from 
the point of view of the false teachers (comp. ver. 18), what they thus 
designated; although in fact it consisted in this, that, as in all false 
humility, they with spiritual conceit (comp. ver. 18, and subsequently mpdg 
wAyouor. 7. capxéc) took pleasure in unduly undervaluing themselves—an 


ethical selfcontempt, which involved in relation to God the é0e/08 pyaoxeia, 
and. towards the body an unsparingness through mistaken abstinence and 
' mortifying asceticism, inconsistent with Christian liberty.'—ob« gv ting 


rou] [XXXV g.] Not through anything whatever that is an honor, not 
through anything honorable, by which that repute would appear founded 
in truth and just, The expression is purposely ehosen, in order to make 


the 2éyo¢ coviag appear as repute without honor, 7. e. without any morally 


estimable substratum on the part of the persons concerned. - The follow- 
ing mpig xAnepovdy the capxdg is also purposely chosen; In it wAgouov. signifi- 

cantly glances back to adedia, and rp cupKde to cduaroc, and there is pro- 
duced a thoughtful contrast, a striking ethical oxymoron: Jor the sake of 
Sully sutisfying the flesh. Those commandments and doctrines have a 
repute of wisdom, ete., ia order to afford thereby full satisfuction to the mate- 
rial-psychical human nature Thus, while the repute of wisdom is procured 
among other things by mortifying the body, the flesh is satisfied ; the fleshly 


sinful lust of these men gets fully satisfying nourishment conveyed. to it, 


when they see that their doctrines and commandments pass for wise. 


What lust of the flesh it is which Paul has in view, is placed beyond doubt. 
by the case itself and also by ver. 18, namely, that of religious concelt and 
pride, which through the Adyor copiag Eye feels itself flattered and gratified 
_in the faucy of peculiar perfection. This interpretation, which we have 


given. of ob« év tin tat, xpig wAycuoviy rice capKdc, is held in’ substance, fol- 


lowing Hilary (sagina carnalis sensus traditio humana est”), by Bengel, 
. Storr, Flatt, Bohmer, Steiger, Biihr, Huther, Dalmer, Bleek, and others. 
_ Most, however, refer év tu} tor to the honor to be shown to the body (or 


the cdpz, see Luther), and «pig wAnon. 7. caps, to bodily satisfaction, so that 
the sense results: not in some esteeming of the body to the satisfying of bodily 
wants ;? “sentit apost., sapientiam illam aut praecepta talia esse, per quae- 
corpori debitus honor, pertinens ad expletionem, 4 e. justam refectionem 
carnis, subtrahatur,” Estius. It is fatal to this view :—(1) that & riya rev, 
as ig shown by the repegition of é», is the contrast not merely to éy dpedia 


-oaparoc, but to the entire connected éy ierodpyoxeia . . . chparoc, and hence 
the reference to the honor to be shown to the body does not seem justified 


‘ 


10m aped{g, eorap. Plat. rate 412D; Plut;’ fasting, labor, or impossible chastity, as the 

: Mor. p.-762 D; further, ‘dpecdetu Biov, Thue. ii doctrine of men would.do,” Luther's glass, 
43. 35 wuxts, Soph. ‘EL, 968: ees see i *. 8$0,in substanee, Chrysostom, Theodore of: 

25, Diod. Sie. xiii. 60. -. Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Oecnmenius, Theo- 

88 Gad will have the body Honored, ive. ibis. “-phylact, Pelagius, Erasmus, Luther,Melanch- | 

“to have its food, clothing, ete., for “its neces: thon, Calvin, Musenlus, Clarius, Zeger, Eras. 
e nico and not. to be Hosur? with intolerabl 





‘mus Schmid, Zanchius, Vatablus, Calovius, 
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by the context;} (2) further, that for the designation of the mere satisfac- 
tion at this particular place, where Paul could only have had a mpdvoua rig 
capxec in view, as in Rom, xiii. 14, the term rjouovi» would be very inap- 
propviate, especially in contradistinction to the mortifications of the false 
teachers, since it denotes filling gy up, satisfying fully, even in Ex. xvi. 8 (see 
generally the passages from the LXCX. and Apocrypha quoted by Schleus- 
ner, Thes. IV. p. 875 f) ;? (8) linally, that the interchange of oduarog and 
capxéc, in the event of the latter not. being meant in an ethical character, 
would seem to be without a motive, while, according to our view, capxéc 
stands in as ingenious correlation with céyaroc, as wAjoqoviyy with ddecdic. 
These arguments apply also in opposition to Ewald’s view; “what seems 
very wise, but is #2 no value whatever, is rather quite useless. for the satisfae- 
tion of the flesh, which yet also demands its rights, if man would not 
wantonly disorganize his earthly life or even destroy it” (2 Cor, x. 8). 
Hofmann finally takes wAycpov) r. capxég rightly, but explains ob« & rij 
rat in such a way as to make ra masculine, and to attach it as appropriat-. 
ing dative to ryzj: “not so that honor accrues to any one.” This is to be 
rejected, because Paul, instead of simply and clearly writing tii revac, 
would only have expressed himself ina way singularly lable to be mis- 

understood by twi, which every reader was led to join as a feminine with 
ryzy (“in honore align,” Vulgate). Nor is it to be easily seen what sub- 
jects, beyond the teacher of the false wisdom himself, we should have to 

conceive to ourselves under rai taken as musculine. 


Nores py American Eprror. 
XXXI. Vv. 1-5. 


(a) yap of ver, 1 evidently connects this verse with ii. 29, because of the words 
ayéove and aywrdgduevog. The “conflict,” however, is to the end (eg 6 i, 29) of 
presenting every man perfect in Christ. We may believe, therefore, that in ver. 
1 the Apostle confirms and unfolds the idea of dywmféuevog as bearing upon all, by 
-ealling attention to the great éyéy which he has even for those whom he-had never 
seen. The connection of the thought, accordingly, as well as the indications of the 
verse itself which are pointed out by Meyer, proves that Paal had no personal 
acquaintance with the Colossians—that is, that the Colossians and Laodiceans were 
of the same class of persons with the éco.—(b) That dyéva and dywvg, refer promi- 
nently to inward struggle—anxiety, prayer, ete-—is rendered probable both by the 
Apostle’s condition at the time and by the words used in iv. 12. But the connec- 
tion of thought with the beginning of the paragraph in which these verses should 
~be included (i, 24-i1. 7), suggests a reference, also, to rote radhpaoiy iméip buov... 
dyravar)ap KT A. of i i, 24,—(c) Meyer goood regards év ayary as suggesting 


Cornelius a Lapide, Wolf, Michaelis, Nésselt, regard to mpds mdnop. 7 cape. follows our 
Rosenniiller, and others, including de Watto view. . 
and Baumgarten-Crusius, ; ‘2Comp. Plat. Legg. viii. p. 887: Xen. Mem, 
1This applies. also in opposition to Olshat- HHL. 14, rep. Lae. 2.5, Cyrap. iv 2 40, Ages. 
‘gen, who in the case of év ryaf runt follows the 6.13 Lucian. Nigr. 33, Ep. Saturn, 28; Polyb. 
Fairs! of respect for the body, but with ii, as Ae 
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that union of love which is connected with, the removal of heretical division. — 
That there is a reference in the following words to the mystery of God.as contrasted 
with the ideas of the heretics, can hardly be doubted, but whether this is intended 
in ayary is more qaestonahle. ‘There seems to be no objection to the under-. 
standing of this word in its ordinary more general sense. (Comp. iii. 14). 

(d) The textual reading at the end of ver. 2 which adopted by most of the recent 
“critics and commentators is 703 Geo Xpusrod, So ‘Tisch., Treg., W. & H., Lachm,, 
R. V., Mey., Blk. Huther, Hof, Lightf. EIL, and others, That the various 
other readings which are found are derived from this one, or from the simple tov 
Seot (which Alf, favors), is evident to any one who will observe how easily and 
‘naturally they grow from the shorter into the longer forms. W..& H. claim that 
the latter of these two readings, as well as the others, is unquestionably derived 
from the former, It must be admitted that the omission of Xpiorob by copyists is 
somewhat more easily accounted for, than its insertion... But whether the omis- 
sion can be affirmed as, beyond question, the origin of the reading tod Geod may he 
~ doubted. Dr. Hort suggests that rod év XprorG may not improbsbly have been the. 
original text, and Dr. Westcott, who apparently does not agree with him in this 
view, joins him in excepting the reading rod deod év Xpio7@ from those which are 
clearly derived from. tod Jeob Xpictvd. . This derivation would seem, however, to. 

be avery natural one—some copyist attempting to explain the difficulty of the 

genitive Xp. by év Xp, Dr. Hort'’s view hardly accounts satisfactorily for the 
appearance of Gzot in the several texts, for, if the original reading had been roi 
Rvotypiov tov év Xpior@, this expression which is simple and Pauline would not. 
“have been likely to suggest a change, and especially a change to so difficult a 
reading as 7oi Ozod Xpiovod, Dy. Serivener, in his Introd. to the Criticism 
of the N.'T., 8d Ed, p. 635 -£ says, “We may unhesitatingly reject the short- 
est form tot Oeod ... We would gladly adopt tot Oot Xpiorod, so powerfully 
do internal considerations plead in’ its favor, were it but a little better sup- 
- ported: the important doctrine which it declares, Scriptural and Catholic as that, 
is, will ‘naturally make us only the more cautious in receiving it unreservedly. — 
Yet the more we think over this reading, the more it grows upon us, as the source 
from which all the rest are derived. At present, perhaps, tod Yeod. rarpde rob 
 Xprorot may be looked upon as the most strongly attested, but in the presence of 


"go many opposing probabilities, a very small weight might suffice to turn the 

















' eritical scale.” This is the reading of S*AC 4, Sahid. Vulg..am. fu. (8* omitting 
tod before Xp.), but it is so difficult to suppose that warpdc should: have been omit- 
ted if this were the first text, and so easy to account for its insertion if the original 
text were tod deoi Xoroi, that we must agree with W. & EL, who would place 
this reading among those which are undoubtedly derived. from rod Seob Xpicrod, 
--» On‘the-whole, 7. 9, Xp. is to be regarded as the true text, though not sustained by 
as many authorities ag might he desired (B. Bian); and involving considerable 
difficulties. 
(ce) If the. reading tow Ged Xpiorod is adopted, what i is the construction of the 
word Xpiorov?: This question has received three answers, which are mentioned 
by Meyer and which seem to exhaust the probabilities of the case. These are (1) 
that which makes. Xp. appositional with rod; (2) that which makes it apposi- 
“tional with wvornpiov ; (8) that which makes it denen on teot,—the God of Christ, 
-.. Huther mentions (4) that which makes it: depend on pevornpion, in which case 
the meanin g apparently 1s, God’ 8 # mystery belonging to Christ, or ‘Phe divine mystery 
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of Christ. This fourth explanation is so improbable, however, that it may he set 
aside, the form of expression being a strange and unnatural one to set forth the 
idea. Of the other three, Meyer adopts the third. That this construction is 
allowable must be admitted. That it is in harmony, as to the idea involved, with 
the expression the God of our Lord Jesus Christ in Eph. i. 17, must also be 
granted. It is to be observed, however, that there is no occasion here for speak- 
ing of the God of Christ, whereas, on the other hand, the object which the 
Apostle has in view in the preceding and following context is to represent Christ, 
in His relation to God, as the exact image of God and as haying in Himself the full- 
ness of Deity, and, in His relation to Divine truth, as containing in Himself the 

completeness of the “vorjproy, Everything in the context, therefore, would sug- 
‘gest to the intelligent reader the connection of Xpcorod in the way of apposition 
either with teod or pvorypiov; and the A’postle might well suppose, under the 
circumstances, that the reader would not be misled. by reason ‘of the possibility, 
or—as viewed with respect to many sentences—the naturalness, of making it 
dependent on Jeod, The probabilities of the case, accordingly, are strongly 
against Meyer’s view. The decision of a question of this sort is peculiarly de- 
pendent on the character of the thought which an author is developing ‘in the 
passage under consideration. 

Assuming, then, that the gen. Xp, is a genitive of apposition, the first and 
second explanations already mentioned present themselves. As between ae 
preference must be given, we think, to the second, for the following reasons: (1) 
because the purpose of the Apostle in setting forth the Divine in Christ, in this 
Epistle, seems, to be to present Him as the one who reveals God, as the image of. 
the invisible one, as the one by whom God works in creation and redemption, ds 
haying en:bodied, as it were, in Ilimself the treasures of Divine wisdom, as pos- 

- sessing, indeed, the fullness of Deity, which dwells in Him bodily ; but not to pre- 
sent [Him as 6 Yed¢;—io set Him forth, that is,as haying Deity indeed, yet in Mis 
adistinction from God the Father. To understand the words of this second verse 


“ 


as meaning the God Christ seems out of harmony with the particular purpose of 


the writer. This purpose was determined, undoubtedly, by the position and 
views of the heretical teachers, who thought of a large number of emanations or 
angels as the means by which the hidden God comes into contact with the world. 
Paul, on the contrary,.proclaims the one Divine Son of God’s love as the creator 
and redeemer, the revealer of God and His truth. To call Him the God Christ was 
outside of his line of thought, and might even appear to interfere with its hest and 
most direct progress; (2) because this expression, the God Christ, is not found else- 
where in the Epistles of this period of Paul's life, or, indeed, in any of his Epistles. 
“The word Sede is applied to Christ, probably, in Rom. ix.5; possibly or probably, 
in Tit. ii. 18; according to some interpreters, in 2 Thess. i. 12; Eph. y. 5; 
according to. whatis not improbably the correct reading, in Acts xx. 28 ; accord- 
ing to some authorities, in 1 Tim. iii. 16; but we do not discover such a phrase as 
this—the God Christ, rob Seod Sordiesin use by Paul; (8) because the passage in 
the preceding context which apparently draws nearest in thought to the present 
verse—namely i. 27—sets before us God as willing to make known the mystery 
which is Christ. In view of the fact that the words now under consideration fol- 
low so goon after this sentence whose meaning cannot be mistaken, as well as: of 


the fact that the prominent words in the two verses are the same, and that the pos- 


sibilities of construction allow of the same interpretation in the latter as in the 
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former, it must be remnled a as ee ‘probable that the writer gives expression . 

here to a different and new idea. The explanation of the genitive Xp. as in appo- 
sition with vornpioy, the mystery of God, even Christ, is favored by R. V., Lightf, 
EL. Davies, W. & HL. appy., Davidson tr. appy., and others, 

(f) “Ev @ is referred by Meyer to pvorypiov. If his view of Tov Aeod Xpiorot 
is adopted, this reference may probably be regarded. as correct. But if Npiorobd is 
to be taken as appositional with gvorypiov, @ in all probability has Xp. as its 
antecedent. Christ ig the mystery, and in Him all the treasures are hidden —(q) 
Meyer regards aréxpupas as an attributive adjective to Oyoaupol, being placed at 
the end simply for emphasis. It is evidently possible to explain it in this way, 
but the adjective may be, also, a secondary predicate, as Lightf. and several others. 
take it—(h) Toiro of ver. 4 is to be referred to vv. 1-3 (as Meyer says); iva 
denotes the end in view with which those verses were written ; and the following 
words may be regarded as having reference to the deceiving and misleading per- 
 guasive discourse of the Colossian. errorists, These errorists were drawing the 
“members of the church away from. faith in Christ to the idea of a Jewish Alex- 

andrian or Oriental philosophizing--worship of angels, mysteries, ete, which 
denied the true idea of Christ and the true view of the Divine mystery.— 
(1). Vv. 6, 7, press upon, the readers, in view of the fact that. in Christ are the 
treasures of wisdom and knowledge, and of the danger of their being led astray 
by harmful persuasions, the exhortation to continue steadily and firmly in that 
knowledge and apprehension of Christ which had been given them at the begin-. 
ning.—-(j) Tov xbpiov has, apparently, a certain emphasis (whether correctly ex- 
plained by Meyer or not) indicative of Christ’s exaltation. 


XXAIT. Vy. 8-10. 


(a) It may be regarded as somewhat doubtful whether a new paragraph should 
begin at ver. 8 or ver. 6. R.’'V. makes a paragraph begin with each of these 
verses, W. & H. with ver. 6 (though they also make a half-paragraph at ver. 8), 
Treg. with ver. 6, Tisch. 8th ed. has no paragraph at either verse, Lightf, makes: 
one at ver. 8 The view of Lightf. is, on the whole, to be preferred. Vv. 6, 7, 
are best explained as an exhortation drawn immediately from the suggestions of 
the preceding verses and forming an appropriate conclusion for them. Vve 8:0 
on the other hand, turn more directly and emphatically to warnings against the 
false teachers, their influence and teachings, and at the opening of the 8th ver. 
the second part of the Epistle begins. 

(0) ‘The very strong word ovaayayay carrying off as prey, which't is used in. the 
N..T. only in this place, indicates the spirit and effectiveness of the errorists, and 
the completeness of the separation from the Gospel which would result for the 
Cologsiang, if their efforts should not be resisted. It isa stronger expression, if 
possible, even than those-which we find describing the work of the J udaizing 
‘teachers in Galatia-—(c) The two phrases, after the tradition of men, after the 
rudiments of the world, occur again, though not precisely in the same forni or 
connection, in vv. 20, 22. The expression” td orotyeia tab Kécpuou. occurs, also, 

in Gal. iv. 8. In that passage, as may be inferred from the indications of the 
chapter, it has reference both to the Gentile and: Jewish religious systems—the 
- latter, so far as it had been ceremonialized. and turned into a mere human system: 
“by the Pharisees or others of th time. Out of the former of those systems the, 
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Galatian converts had mainly come into Christianity ; into the latter they were 
“in danger of falling away. But they were going back into the arosysia, as they 
had come out of them, Gal. iv. 9. Iv this Epistle, the two elements of Gentil- 
ism and Judaism seem to be joined in one, making up the system opposed. to the 
Christian truth, a Judaico-Gnostic theosophy and asceticism. But the Jater and 
compounded system was xara ra ororysia tot xédovov as truly, and for the same 
reason, as either of the earlier and simpler systems. In all the places where the 
-words occur, oTouyeia apparently refers to the rudimentary character of the sys- 
tems alluded to, as contrasted with the higher and more complete doctrine re- 
vealed through Christ, and .«éozov refers to the world (i. e, mankind) apart from 
God. This meaning of kdéouov seems more probable than that which connects it 
with external or sensuous things.—(d) ére of yer. 9 is immediately connected 
with of xara Xptoréy, but, at the same time, it introduces that which is the 
ground of the warning against the deceitful philosophy. 

(ec) Whether we take wAjpoua as signifying that by which the person or thing 
expressed by the following genitive 7s made full, (which is the only signification 
derived from wAypéw in the sense of fo fill, that will: satisfy the demands’ of 
every passage where the word occurs in the N.'T.), or that which is completed, and 
thns equivalent to the plenitude (from wAypédo as meaning to complete), the 
declaration of this verse is, that the Divine essence in its fullness isin Christ. 
This is proved by every indication and element of the passage—by this word — 
rhjpopa as connected with Gedryrog; by Gedryc, the full significance of whieh, — 
as distinguished from fesory¢. (as in Rom. i. 20), cannot he set aside; by the fact 

that, in the following verse, He is said to be the head of every principality and 
power, i. e. exalted above the highest angels; by the apparent contrasting of 
Christ, as having in Himself the wAgpopna, with the angelic mediators as con- 
ceived of by the heretics. This indwelling in Him of the wijpoua tie Océrnror 
is the very truth from which the false philosophy, (comp. the yr@ow falsely so 
culled, 1 Tim, vi. 20) was endeavoring to draw the Colossians away.. To Panl’s 
‘mind it was a vital and central truth of that system in which, as they had 
received Christ, he would have the readers continue firmly established 5, and be- 
‘cause it was so vital and central, every opposing system was xard ororysia rob 
“ Kéazeau—n mere rudimentary, imperfect, even deceitful, philosophy of the unspir- 
itual world.—(f) «arorxet is a continuous present, like éoriv of 1.15.18. Though 
spoken from the standpoint of the present, it extends in its meaning over the 
past, and as Lightf. says xaroccet , . . Oedrarog answers to John i. 1, and owa- 
tuxog to John i, 14. The approximation of the Pauline thought, inthis Epistle, 
to that of John, in the Prologue of the Gospel, can scarcely fail to be observed: by 
the careful student. , : 

(g) BR. V. and many commentators agree with Meyer in making éoré of ver, 
10 depend on 6érz, and there can be little doubt that this is the correct view.. 
Meyer's view with respect to wexAypepéro: is also correct. This participle is 
suggested by and closely connected with wAjpoua of ver. 9, but it does not re- 
. guire the supply of a genitive from teéryroc, nor does the connection between 

the. two words show that cAjpaya rig Sedryroc must be understoad in such a | 
sense as to be equally applicable to Christians and Christ. The word edérre is, 
on the other hand, exclusive of any supposition of this sort. Indeed, we may. . 
believe that the Apostle has here a similar twofold thought to that which we find. 
in the first chapter,—Christ being first presented in relation to what He has or is 
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in Himself (also what He does in ereation,ch. i.), and then in His relation to His 
followers and the Church.—(h) The emphasis on é» avrg of ver. 10, and its 
correspondence or parallelism with év air6 of ver. 9 must be noticed (comp. 
_-abrég i17, 18). As in Him dwells the Ap. ¥edr., (and. because it dwells in 
Him) , the Church is in Him made full. It is made full out of His fullness, but does 
not, in heing made fall, exhaust it. It receives only that which it ean receive— 
not the Divine essence, but that grace and likeness to Himself which He is able 
to impart to those who are united with Him. ; 
(i) As opposed to the errorists and their views of angels, therefore, the Apostle 
in every way brings out the exaltation of Christ and His all-sufficiency.. In Him 
‘and Him alone is contained and revealed the whole mystery of God, His great . 
plan of redemption ; through Him is the work of reconciliation to be carried to 
its final result, so that all.on earth and in heaven are to reach in Him their per- 
fected. state; He is the possessor and bestower of the divine gifts and grace in 
their completeness; He is the head of the Church and the one pre-eminent in all 
things; He is the creator of all things, even of the highest angelic powers; He 
is before all things and the head of every authority and dominion; He has 
abiding in Him the fullness of what God gives forth from Himself and is in Him- 
self; He is the image of God, the exact expression and complete revelation of 
God.” As it was such an One that they had received as Lord, the readers were 
exhorted, with all emphasis to be established, rooted, built up in Him, and to take 
earnest heed that no one should, through a deceitful philosophy, deprive them of 
His fullness, by the outgoing of which they might hope to be made full. The 
bearing of what is declared concerning Christ in these passages, in this Epistle-— 
and of the near approach of the statements made in them to what is found in the 
Gospel of John—on the question of the application of the word ed¢ to Christ 
in Rom. ix. 5, may well be considered. 


XXXII. Vv. 11-15. 


(a) In the words of ver. 11, following after dane apyhe nat EEovaiac of ver. 10, 
and in tae dpyaex.r.A. of ver, 15, may be found an allusion to the Jewish element, 
combined with the Oriental or Gnostic, in the heresy, as we find the two also 
united in vy. 16-19, and again in vy. 20-23. This close combination proves that 
the writer was contending, not against two separate and distinct errors, but-against 
one compounded doctrine. The Jewish element, however, had not only taken 
‘into union with itself what came from a philosophy beyond its own limits; it had 
‘developed within itself, also, into something more than it had. been in its 
earlier stages. Nevertheless this element preserved its own striking peculiarities, 
and thus we have, here as in earlier Epistles, e, g. in Gal. and Rom., circumcision, 
‘the observance of days, the bondage to rules and ordinances. . 
-(b) The correspondence of the underlying thought in vy, 11, 12 with that in 
Rom, vi. 2-6, in some of the minor points, is worthy of notice, though the main | 
‘thought in the two eases is quite different. Thus the putting off of the body of 
~~ the flesh (rod oduaree rig capndc), which belongs to the true circumcision, leads. to 
~ the figure of burial with Christ in baptism and a resurrection to, new. life, as, in 
Rom, vi, the same figure is found in connection with a doing away or destroying. — 
of the body of sin (78. cpa vie dyapriag). . The two expressions,. body of the jlesh 
and of sin, are nearly, but not precisely, equivalent to each other. In the latter, 





“NOTES, ee ae 


the body is conceived of as belonging to a master—so far forth as sin rules over 
it, it is destroyed ; in the former, capkég denotes the evil principle, earnality, and 
this has its dwelling in the body, or the body is conceived of go far forth as it is 
~fleshly.. The figure of burial and resurrection, on the other hand, is precisely 
the same in both passages. The reference of ovvragévrec to baptism by immersion 
is not. necessary here, as it is not in Rom. yi. 4. At the same time, there is 
evidently less to suggest such a figure in the other words of this passage, than in 
the surrounding verses in Rom., in which the author, apparently, is endeavoring 
to set forth the idea of death by a variety of expressions. This verse, accordingly, 
may be regarded as strengthening, in some degree, the probability of such a 
reference.—(c) Meyer regards ovvyyépfyre as referring to the awaking to eternal 
-Uife~a resurrection which is, “prior to the Parousia an ideal possession, but through 
the Parousia becomes real.” It seems better, however, to understand it in an 
ethical sense, as most others do, because of the connection with baptism, and 
because of the clear use of cvveragyre in a figurative sense, and the correspondence | 
in expression with Rom. vi.4. In connection with this view of cvvyyépl., Meyer 
holds that é @ «ai of ver. 12 refers to Christ. His reasons, however, seem 
insufficient, for, although there is another év @ «ai, in ver. 11, which evidently 
refers to Christ, It is not inconsistent with Paul's style to use a. similar form in a 
new clause with another reference; and although we might have é ot to designate 
rising out of the baptismal water, this was not necessary in the present case, since 
the whole experience, (being buried and rising), is in the sphere of baptism, The 
fact that burial and resurrection are parts of one change points strongly to making 
Barticpart the antecedent of @—(d) After the same manner, Meyer’s view that 
-ovrefworoincery and vexpote of yer, 18 have reference to eternal life and eternal 
death is to be rejected, and that which explains them of spiritual life and death is 
to be preferred. The corresponding passage in Eph. ii. 1 {2 may be compared, 
That passage, in all its earlier part, seems to have the spiritual sense; but, in 
cuvenddicey év roig éxovpavioec, it carries the thought, also, forward to the future. 
This phrase is wanting in the present passage, and the only suggestion of the 
future, if there be any, is in the fact that the spiritual life and death naturally 
~yeach on into the future, 

(e) xaptoapevog denotes the forgiveness which accompanies, and in thought 
precedes, the establishment of the new spiritual life in the soul; éadedpac is 
really antecedent to yap., having been accomplished by the sacrifice of Christ, but 
in its application to 7uiv is contemporaneous with it. 7d yeepdypagav Toig déypac™ 
is an expression which is founded upon the thought of the Mosaic Law and 
suggested by it. This can scarcely be doubtful, in view of Eph, ii. 15. At the 
“same time, the writer is speaking here largely of Gentiles (jud¢) and the ddéyyara 
are not conceived of, as in Eph., as separating the Jews from them. There is, 
_ therefore, in the present passage, a probable reference to the Jewish element.in 
the compound heresy which had invaded this Gentile Church. jpxev and 
mpooniaaac are added to éaAeipac as emphasizing the entire doing away with the 


Jaw, after the manner of Paul in opposing the Judaistic errors, yet with more of 





repetition: and earnestness than in most. other places, because of the greater 
seriousness or larger development of the « error, 

(jf) arendvodvevoc—with. respect to this word, the following points may be 
noticed: (1) The word does not occur in Greek writers before Paul, and the deter- 
mination of its meaning from dmedta and enti is doubtful. (2) The verb, in itself, 
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naturally means to put off from oneself, as clothing, ete. (3) This is the meaning. 


of the participle in iL 9, and of the kindred active noun (aréxdvoeg) in ver. 11. 
These are the only places, except the. present verse, in which the noun or verb 
oceurs in the N.T. (4) On the other hand, the representation, which this mean-- 
ing would require, of J esus stripping off from Himself the powers of evil, as if 
they had surrounded Him like a garment, involves a figure which is not found 
elsewhere in the N. T., and which appears scarcely to. be in the line of the thought 
in this context. The figure in YpeapPetcag is that of triumphing over an enemy 
or of leading a conquered enemy in triumph ; éeeypdricev is also adapted to the 
idea of such a triumph. The combination of so different a figure as that of putting 


off a garment with this of triumphing as a conqueror, scems antecedently impro- 


bable. (5) If, however, amex, can have the sense of spolinre, spoiled of their armar, it 


~ will suit the connection with the other figurative words in a most satisfactory man- 


ner. Grimm, Rob, L. & S, A. V., and very many comm. agree with Meyer in 
givi is ki ani 1 jciple. RB. V.EIL, Lightf, Farrar (Life of 
giving this latter meaning to the participle. BR. V., EIL, Lighth, rarrar (Lie o 

St. P.) and some others hold the former view. Alf. gives this meaning to the par- 
ticiple, but refers the dpyaz, etc., to the angelic powers as connected with the ideas 


~ of the Colossian heretics. A. RB. V. reads despoiled in the text, and put off from 


himself. in the margin. 


XXXIV. 16-19. 


* 
(a) At the 16th verse, the Apostle turns to a more particular application of the 


exhortation, which had been already set forth in a general form. ‘We have here 
again, as was natural because of the relation of the verses which now follow to™ 
those which precede, a reference to each of the two elements in the heresy; vv. 


16, 17 and vy. 18, 19.—(6) In connection with the Jewish element, the two points 


are mentioned, to which allusion is made in earlier epistles :—the subject of 
meats and the observance of days; and the same position is taken with respect to 
both which Paul everywhere assumes. The Colossian Christian, like the Roman 
and Corinthian, was not to be subject to the condemnation of others in these 
matters—he was not to let any one sit in judgment upon him («pevér@). That Paul 


- does not here present the obligation of love resting upon the “strong party.” in 


relation to the weak, and also does not treat the subject. on all sides as far as he 
does in Rom and 1 Cor., is, probably, owing to the character of the heresy and the 
dangers arising from its presence in the Church. As to the general subject, 


- gome suggestions are offered in the Amer. Ed. of Meyer’s Comm. on Romans pp. 


§28-580.—(c). The reason given in ver. 17 for the injunction of ver. 16 is different 


from the reasons which are hinted at in the earlier epistles, and the form of 
expression is related to what we find in Heb. x. 1, The general thought, however, 


. that the ordinances of this sort in the law of Moses pass away with the coming of 
the Christian dispensation, is abundantly set forth in the N. 'T. . The use of these 
words in this verse may be accounted for as showing the exaltation of Christ above 


the Mosaic. system, just.as on the other hand, in connection with the worshiping 
of angels, His exaltation above all principalities and power’ is declared. 

- (a) The verb karaBpaBeberr conveys. the idea of an unfair judgment against a 
person by a judge in the games, which deprives him of the prize that properly 
belongs to him. It cannot here have: its strict and full sense, becanse the false. 


ie teachers, indicated by pndele, were not the awarding, judges. “With this exception, 
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howe ever, it sould: seem. that we ought to give the word its legitimate signification. 
It will, therefore, suggest the notion of hostility (as Meyer says), and of a certain 
unfairness or selfishness. The character of these false teachers was, accordingly, 
similar, in this regard, to that of those who appeared in the Galatian c hurches.. The 
meaning of the verb, as thus given, favors the explanation of #/Aor which Meyer 
adopts. The use of é0e2oGpyoxeia in ver. 23 on the other hand,—where the 
order of the words worship and. humility is transposed, and where the force of theéveAo 
may, not improbably, have been intended by the writer to pass over, also, to 
rarewoppoctvg,—may be regarded as pointing towards a somewhat more imedude 
connection of this participle with év raze, nai Spnon,—the movement of his will 
(desire), as well as of the action xarafp,, being in the sphere of humility, ete. This 
connection seems, also, to be favored by the following participles, which are 
further explanatory. 
(e) The textual reading which omits the negative before édpaxev is adopted 
by Tisch. 8th ed., Treg, W.& H., Alf, and undoubtedly. has the weight of 
evidence in its support. The insertion of “? by a copyist is muc +h more easily 
accounted for than its omission. If omitted, the explanation of the words given 
by Meyer is the best one. The antecedent probability that Panl would have 
spoken of intruding into things not seen, rather than dwelling upon things seen, 
which has been affirmed by many, may be questioned. All religious thought 
moves in the sphere of the unseen, but errors like the one at Colossae are readily _ 
contiected with visions and, as Meyer says, “the mystieo-theosophie occupation of 
the mind with God and the angels,” The use of the simple éopaxev in such a 
sentence as descriptive of mental visions presents, however, a certain difficulty or 
improbability, which must be allowed. The word ¢vovoiuevoc, with its clause which 
follows, would adapt itself easily to either text in this clause.—(/) -The connection 
of etx with pvoeobevog is to be preferred, as compared with making it qualify 
the preceding clause. It sets forth the groundlessness and vanity of the 
intellectual pride of the false teachers, The vot¢ of these teachers was not 
illuminated by and under the guidance of the divine. x wvevpa, but under the rule 
of the. odp£, the evil principle. It was the odp£ which led them not to hold fast 
the Head, but to move only in the sphere of the unenlightened voig, and, moving 
thus, they lecame puffed up with self-conceit and prideas they gave themselves 
up to.speculations and visions—thinking of and dwelling in what they believed 
themselves to have seen by means of the vote. 
~(g) The correspondence of the phraseology in ver. 19 with that of Eph. iv. 16. 
is very noticeable.” At the same time, there are differences to be observed. From 
the. correspondence we may infer, (1) that the relative in é od is to be taken as 
masculine («epaay having a certain element of personification in its use); (2) 
that dgéy belongs more particularly, in the thought, with érzyopry., (Eph. raorg 
abi THe Eon) but not so exclusively as to make it necessary to unite it 
in the grammatical construction with that participle alone. More probably there 
is here, as in Eph., a combining of the different elements into one compound 
phrase or. statement. The differences, on the other hand, are seen (1) in the 
effect upon the general structure of the verses in each case, which is due to the 
_ difference in the connection and purpose of the passages in the two Epistles... In 
" Eph., the Apostle is setting forth the object of the gifts and officers appointed by~ 
Christ for the Church, and- is thus led to present, under this figure, the growth ~ 
oh of the Chureh, in the persons of all its individual members, towards the a = 
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Hon of Him who is its head. Here, on the contrary, he is speaking of the cause 
and characteristics of a certain erroneous doctrine. Those who teach it fail to 
hold fast the Head. The relation of dependence of the body on the Head for 
its true life, is thus, naturally, brought out with more emphasis and with an ex- 
clusion of every other thought.—(2) In this way we easily explain the absence, 
in this ‘place, of such words as Kar’ évépyemay év peTpp fvog Exdotov pépove— 
olxodopiy éavrov—and év ayary, which are found in Eph—(8) There is, proba- 
‘bly, a reference in the word Head here (as there is not in Eph.), to Christ as 
head, as contrasted wih the ideas respecting the angels which the false teachers 
' had—not such a reference, indeed, as if this were the only occasion of ane figure, 
but. an incidental one. . n 


XXAXV. Vv. 20-23. 


(a) The passage fi. 20—ili. 4 is correctly arranged by W. & IT. in their text, as 
oné paragraph made up of two half-paragraphs (ii. 20-23; iii. 1-4). The one- 
ness of the paragraph is shown by the contrast of the verbs ametdvere and 
ouvyyépSyte, which present, in the Pauline figure found in the preceding verses 
and elsewhere, the two sides of the change from the unchristian to the Christian 
life. The division into half-paragraphs is indicated by the manifest relation of 
the earlier portion to what goes before, and. of the later to what follows. The 
true account of this passage is, probably, this: that it is designed to bea sum- 
mary statement on both sides, forming a transition from the earlier chapters to 
the more distinctly practical part.of the Epistle, which begins with iii. 5. The 
centering of the thought in'the two verbs mentioned above, and the element of 
repetition in vy. 20-28, as compared with vv. 16-19, are thus explained. 

(5) The same kind of argument is used in ver. 20, which we find in Rom. vi. 
2 with regard to continuance in sin, How can we still live ina life to which we 
have died? There, it is sin, to which the Christian is conceived of as having com- 
pletely terminated his relations, by becoming a Christian ; in Rom. vii. 6, it is 
the law. Here, on the other hand, it is the oravyeta tod xéopov ; but the same 
reasoning applies. The fact that the Colossian Christians had died, at their con- 
version, to all religious systems of the world apart from God, made it unsuitable 
that. they.should allow themselves to have any such system again imposed upon 
them. How is it that you are turning again to the weak and beggarly elements? 
(Gal. iv. 9).—(¢) The idea, which Meyer suggests, that Christ is also conceived 
of by the Apostle as dying to the oravyeia, since He “was born under the law,” 
seems improbable. Indeed, the law, as He lived under it, was scarcely of the 
atoiyeia; it is only of the Mosaic system as transformed by the Pharisees, ete., 
into a mere external system, that this term seems to be applied to it, That be- 

cause they are said to have died with Christ from, etc., He also must have died 
from, ete, does: not necessarily follow. By dying with Tim they became sepa~ 
rated from these “ rudiments of the world.” 

_ (d). doypariZecd_e may be either passive or middle. The objection made hy 
‘5 Mover to the middle, that it involves a censure of the readers, is not conclusive, 
_ for the camestness of the Apostle in urging the matter, with so much of repeti- 
tion even, may be indicative of an impulse on. the part of some of the readers 
at least, to yield, and the form of the sentence may be only that of argument, 
without implying that they: were ‘seinelly elaine Apart from this objection, . 
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the middle sense is, apparently, more natural: why do you allow commands to 


be laid upon you, or, why do you subject yourselves to ordinances—the former, as 
? Ps - 7 

presenting more prominently the action of the false teachers, is to be preferred.— 

(e) “The commandments and teachings of men” answer to the “rudiments of 


the world.” The ororyeia are religious systems devised by men, and what they teach 


and enjoin is the doctrine and commands of men. The words as here employed, 
however, refer only to one section of these commands, ete., namely, those relating 


~ to such matters as meats, and hence, of course, they are not co-extensive in mean- 


ing with orocyeia. 
(f) The é before éSetotpyoxeia is better taken as in than by—denoting the 


sphere in which, rather than the means by which. The noun é¥eAo¥pyon, is 


here placed before tamecvoppooivy, instead of following it as in ver.18. The 
force of the é%e4o, may go over to the other noun, and thus define it: If this 
is not so, the position of the words is, in itself, indicative of the sort of humility 
of which the writer is speaking. The compounds with é?ed0, which most nearly 


“correspond with the one here used (éBeAoguddcopoc, éETeAdcopoc, would-be philoso- 


pher, would-be wise), involve the idea of pretence or falseness. This idea, however, 
does not appear to be essential to the é¥¢20. element. In some or even most of 
the compounds, the voluntary idea is all that is added to the meaning of the 
simple word (e. g. eAadoiAog, MWeAdnaxoc, &FeAdrovac, voluntarily serving, will- 
fully bad, willing to work). The indications of the passage (Adyov copias, abn ev 
Tinh Tut) suggest the former idea as a possibility, but do not render it certain ; the 


-latter idea is beyond question. The word points, thus, to that sort of religious 
“service which is characterized by self-imposed rules and worship, and a selfim- 


posed and, therefore, ostentatious humility, and with reference to the body, by 
agedia,  (g) The rendering of the last clause of verse 28 given in R. V.: “ but 
are not of any value against the indulgence of the flesh” is favored by Lightf., 
Rid., Bib. Comm., Farrar, and is deserving of serious consideration, if, indeed, it 


should not, be adopted. The apparently intended contrast of ob« év ryup to ev 


 é0eA, «.7.A.; the greater probability that teu means honor, rather than value ; 


and the probability that zpdé¢ in such sentences has the sense of with a view to, 
as looking towards, the thing expressed by the following substantive as an end, 
and not with a view to removing or nena ny that thing (Lightf.) or against 
(R. V,), are grounds of objection to it. 
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CHAPTER III. 
Ver. 4, Instead of ipa, which. Griesb. approves, and Lachm. puts in the 
margin, but Tisch. 8 in the text, jeoyv isyvead by Elz. Scholz, and Tisch. 7, in 
opposition to C D* E* F P Gg min. Arm. Slay. ed. Vulg. It. and many Fathers 
(not Origen),. A is defective here. Considering this weighty evidence in favor 
of tua, and seeing that the following xai tueic suggested the change of person to 
the copyists, as indeed the beginning of a lesson with ver. 4 could not but have 
favored the insertion of the general 7a”, we have stronger grounds for regarding 
“tpaev as original than as a repetition from ver. 38.—Ver. 5. tzar] is wanting, 
indeed, in B C* y* min. Clem. Or. (five times) Eus., but has all the vss. in its. 
favor; hence the evidence against it is not suflicient to warrant its rejection, 
with Tisch. 8, as an inserted supplement—d? 4] C* D* EF G Clar. Germ. read 
dvb oy 66, Rightly; the Reeepta, though strongly attested, is an alteration to. 
correspond with the plurality of the preceding objects under comparison of Eph. 
v. 6.—érl rode. viobe 7. aredsiag] is wanting in B D* (?) Sahid, Aeth, Clem, Cypr. 
_ Ambrosiast., bracketed by Lachm. and omitted by Tisch. The evidence against 
it is too weak to justify its rejection, especially in the face of the agreement of the 
passage otherwise with Eph. v. 6, and of the incompleteness of the thought which 
“would. remain, in case those words were omitted; Reiche properly defends 
them.—Ver. 7, Instead.of tobrow Elz, and Scholz haye airoic, in opposition to 
‘decisive Codd., althongh defended by Reiche.—Ver. 11. Before é4eé@.. Lachm. 
“inserts xai} considerably attested, it. is trne (not by B C 3), but nevertheless an 
addition which crept in easily in consequence of the first two clauses of the verse; 
nearly all the same authorities (not A) have it also before. Sailye—Ver. 12, 
~ Instead of atxripyod Elz. has otxrcpuav, in opposition to decisive testimony.—Ver. 
“18. 6 Xpeordc] Lachm. reads, 6 xbptog, following A B‘D* F G 218, Vulg. It. Aug. 
(once) Pel. Rightly; the Receptu is an interpretation, instead of which 4 Oeé¢ (3) 
and Deus in Christo (Arm. Aug. once) are also found—Ver. 14. d¢] ABGE GP 
Vulg. It. Clem, Chrys. read 6, which is approved by Griesb. and adopted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. ¢ (s¢*) and the Recepta #rie (y**) ave emendations.—Ver. 15.. 
Instead of tod Xporod Elz. has tod Oecd, in opposition to decisive evidence, from. 
Phil. iv. 7—Ver 16.° The «ai before dur, and gdai¢ should in both cases be 
omitted (Scholz omits only the first), in accordance with j pr eponderating evidence, 
Borrowed: from Eph. vy. 19,—év xap.] Lachm: and Tisch.: é» ra xap., which, on - 
@ authority of B D* E* FG y** Clem. Chrys. ‘Theodoret, is-to be preferred: 
he article was passed over as superfluous.—Following far preponderant testimony 
so x), we must read subsequently with Lachm. and ae 8: é raic Kapdiars 
. Te. Oe@, nob: dv TH ‘Kapdig bu. TH Kvpig (E ilu. Reiche), or: év ti Kapdia tp, tr. 
Eq) (Tisch. 7). Comp. Eph. v. 19.—Ver. 17. kupiou ty0t] Lachm.: *Incob: 
corov, which is to be adopted on’ the authority of AC D* F G min. vss: and | 
athers; ¢ has ‘cup. Tnaod Xp. Kal rarpi] kai-ig to be omitted, with Lachm. and ~ 
*ech., anonne A B Cc x ‘min 















and: Hethons from nels v. 20. ae 18;- 8. 
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After roi¢ Elz. reads idiocc, in opposition to decisive evidence; from Eph. vy. 22,.— 
Ver, 19. After yuvaixag Lauchm. has tuév, which, with considerable evidence in its 
favor, is the more especially to be adopted, as in Eph. v. 25 éav7bv is found. The 
omission easily occurred, because toig dvdpéow previously was also without 
genitive il definition.—Ver. 20. Instead of éy xupie Elz. has 76 Kupig, which ig to 
be regarded on decisive evidence as an omission of the apparently superfluous 
év.—Ver. 21. epeflifere] Lachm. and Scholz, as also Gr iesb., recommend: map- 
‘opyigere, following, it is true, AC D* E*¥ FG KL» (wapopyigerat) min. Vulg. It, 
Theodoret, ms, Theoph.; but it comes from Eph. vi. 4.—Ver, 22. Elz. and Tisch. | 
have o¢faduodovdciacc, which Reiche approves. But d¢faruodovasia (recommended 
_by Griesb. and adopted by Lachm., and Scholz) is the reading in A BDEFG 
min, Damasc. Theoph.; and Chrysostom also by xar’ ddfladuodoviciay testifies in 
favor of the singular. The singular is to be preferred as preponderantly attested, ; 
and because the final syHable AI (¢) might ver y easily bring about the conversion 
into the plural. If the singular had come in from Eph. vi. 6, Chrysostom’s 
reading, «ar’ opf., would be more frequent.—Instead of xbpuv Elz. has Oedy, 
“eontrary to decisive witnesses—Ver, 28, kai wav 6, te éav] The reading 6 édy, 
which Griesb. approves, and Lachm. Scholz and Tisch. have adopted, is decisively 
attested; the ecepta is from ver. 17.—Ver. 24. to yap] ydp has'so decisive 
witnesses against it (also 3), that, with Lachm. and Tisch. (Griesb. also condemns 
it), it is to. be deleted as a current connective addition-——Ver, 25. 6 dé] 4 ydp is 
decisively attested (also by x); it is approved by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. 
and Tisch. The antithetical dé crept in from misunderstanding. —sometrac] The 
form kopicerat (Lachm.) is found in B D*** EK L y** min, Fathers. To these 
may be added F G, which have xonifera. The Recepta must give way to the 
more strongly attested xouicera.. Comp. on Eph. vi. 8. 























Contents.—-The generally hortatory second portion of the Epistle, 
preceded in ii. 6 merely by a special exhortation against the danger of 
‘heresy, does not begin with ii. 6 (Hofmann), but only now, and seeks to 
promote in the readers the essential moral direction of the Christian life (vv. 
1-4); after which they are cncouraged to lay aside and abandon every- | 
thing which is: contrary to that direction (vv. 5-11), and to adopt and 
follow all that is good and edifying in a Christian sense (vv. 12-17). Then 
follow exhort ations in reference to the various relations of the household 
(ver. 1s-iv. 1). . 
Ver. 1. f. [On Vv. 1-4, see Note XXXVI. pages 372,379. ] Ei] doesnotmake 
the relation: problematical any more than in ii. 20, but sets it forth as an 
undoubted fact (ii. 12), from which the subsequent duty results, m_ 
syllogistic form, as is frequently the case in Paul’s writings (sce Fritesche, 
ad Rom. 1. p. 825), and also in the classics (Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 259 f. ; 
Kiihner and Herbst, wd Xen. Mem. i..5. 1). The being risen with Christ, 
namely, is not meant in the sense of the regénerate moral life (sce on ii. 
12), but'as the relation of real participation in the resurrection of Christ, 
_-- which involves as its ethical correlate the obligation 7& ave ¢nreiv. 

XXXVI, ¢] Tobe risen with Christ and not ra dvw fyreiv, would be a 
contradiction. —oiv] therefore, points back to ver. 20, and with. logical . 
propriety, since fellowship in the vesurrection of Christ is the necessary 
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conséquence? of fellowship in His death,—a fact. which Paul had in view 
also in ver, 21, in writing. &¢ Cévrec év xéopy. The ofv is not intended to 
be resumptive, namely: of what was said in ii. 12 (Hofmann); otherwise 
what comes after that verse down to the present one must have had the 
“nature of a parenthesis, or a digression —ré dyw] [XXXVI d.] the 

opposite to ra él tHe phe: that which ts in heaven (comp. John vill. 23; 
Gal. iv. 26; Phil. iti, 14), by which is. indicated the Messianic saliation 
which, with its future blessings (ii. 17), is preserved in heaven to be 
manifested and communicated ‘at the Parousia (vv. 8, 4). Comp. Matt. vi. 
$3, and the. conceptions of the treasure in heaven (Matt. vi. 20), of ‘the 
heavenly Bpafeisv (1.18; Phil. iii. 14), wodireoua (Phil. iii. 20), Jerusalem 
(Gal, iv. 26). It is substantially the same as dégav x, rey a. dgOapaiav Cyreiv 
in Rom. ii. 7. As a philosophical analogy, comp. especially the évw éddg 
in the beautiful close of Plato’s Republic, and the farewell of Socrates in 
the Phaedo.. A liturgical coloring, which such expressions as 7a dve (also 
ra dv rol¢ obpavoig x.7.2. in i. 16, 20) are alleged to have (Holtzmann), is 
arbitrarily assumed as a criterion of a later age—oi 6 X. tor «7.2.] 
furnishing a motive encouraging them to perfect the fellowship. “ Par est 
enim illuc tendere studia curasque membrorum, ubi jam versatur caput,” 
Erasmus. The event of the bodily ascension (but not a detinite form of 
the process) is here, as in every case where the exalted Christ is the sub- 
ject. of discourse, presupposed. Comp. especially Phil. iii. 21; 1 Cor. xv. 
48. Notwithstanding the local of, Hofmann thinks that Paul has con-- 
ceived the supramundane existence of Christ not at all locally. Comp., 
however, on Eph. i. 20 and Mark xvi. 19; and see the frequent and 
significant brov da brdéyo and drov ela) éyo from the lips of Jesus in John, 
—Ver. 2. 74d] repeated with emphasis, and then still further strengthened 
by the negative contrast. The gporeire is more comprehensive than Cyreire, 
expressing not only the striving (comp. Rom. ii 7), but the whole practical 
bent of thought and disposition (comp. Beck, bibl. Seelenl. p. 62), the moral 
meditari, Phil. ii, 5.—ré éxt-r. yc] eg. money and estate, honors, comforts, 
ete. Comp. Phil. iii, 19: of ra éiyesa gpovorvres, also 1 John ii. 
15, eb al. Neither the contrast nor the subsequent text warrants us in 
finding here a further reference to the requirements of the false teachers. 
So Theophylact : ra wept Bpoudrov. x. qépov; Calvin: “adhue persequitur 
suam disputationem de ceremoniis, quae similes tricis facit, quae nos humi 
_Tepere cogant;””. comp. Beza, Michaelis, and others. The -hortatory: 
portion of the Epistle proceeds no longer at all in the form of statements 














oLIt is therefore with all the less.reason that 
Hitaig, p. 23.ff, would have vy. 1,2 regarded 
vasa portion of the reviser's work,” at the same 
time denying the integrity of the text in it. 


22, 23, declaring ji. 19 to be an interpolation, : 
and very arbitrarily remodelling ii, 17,18. « 


He thinks jbhat the interpolation of iii. 1 f 
of Jerusalem, when earthly grounds of hope 


‘ ‘Period of Tein which i is assumed to resul: 








- withal, notwithstanding’ Rom. . viii. 
 gailed. 
chad vanished, but not extending: beyond. the-, 





fromiy.17. Combinations such as these are 
beyond the reach of criticism. Aceording.to 


‘Holtzmann, vv..2,3 presuppose the destrue- 


tion of all. hopes connected with the con- 


tinuanece: of the theocracy, “and. directly 
allude to Heb. x11. 225: 
“at the right hand” (as in Eph. 
ine betrays, times subsequent to the destruction — 


even. the “sitting 
i, 20) is 

34, abe 
Of’ the: entire chapter, Holtzmann 


only Jeayes vv. 4 ep By: Le to stand as: 
Original. ; 
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onpoded to the false teachers, but i in that of general moral exhortations — 


We have to observe, further, that the earthly is not of itself placed under 
the point of view of the sinful, which would be quite un-Pauline (1 Cor. . 
ag We bean & 28), but is so as the contents of the a which is opposed to 
the 7d dvw dpoveiy, Comp. the idea in Matt. vi. 


Ver. 8. [XXXVI é] Assigning a reason fone the requirement of ver. 


~9—Kor ye are dead; how then could your mind be directed towards 


earthly things! and your life does not belong to the realm of the visible 
world, but it is hidden with Christ in God: how should you not then ré ara 
¢poveiv! Tt is.a guide to a correct and certain interpretation of the pas- 
sage, that this statement of a reason must affirm the same thing as was— 
already contained, only without special development, in et cuvyyép0. rv. X. 
of ver. 1. This speeial exposition Paul now gives. Whosoever is risen, 
namely, has died and lives, and these ave the two points to which ver. 3 
relers.—amellévere] namely, by your having entered into the fellowship: of 
the death of Christ. This being dead has dissolved in the consciousness 
of the Christian the ties that hitherto bound him to earthly things. He 
finds himself still in the realm of the earthly, but he no longer lives therein, 
ii, 21. Comp. Phil. iii, 20; Gal. ii, 20.—% Coy tudv] must necessarily be 
the life, which has followed the being dead; consequently the cernal life, 
comp. ver. 4, which set in through the resurrection (of which Christians, 


in fact, have become partakers with Christ, ver. 1)—a life which the 


believer has, prior to the Parousia, as a possession that has not yet been 
manifested but is still in secret (obxw esavepddy, 1 John iii, 2), a treasure in 
heaven, possessed in hope and still unrevealed, destined to appear in 
glorious manifestation only at the Parousia.—oiy 7 Xpiw7e] For Christ 
Himself, apart from fellowship with whose life the tw of His believers 
vannot have its being and essence, is hidden till the Parousia; and only 
then sets in His gavépwou (ver. 4), aronddnug (1 Cor. i. 7; 2 Thess. 1.7; 1 


Pet. i. 7, 13, iv. 18), érapaveca (1 Thess. ii. 8; 1 Tim. vi. 14), with which also 


the droxéampy tov vidv r. Ocod (Rom. viii. 19) will take place, ver. 4. 
Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 108; 1 John iii. 2—év 16 Och] in God, in so far, namely, 
as Christ, who, geconling to John Gi. 18), is ele rov ndArov rod warpdér, remains 


hidden in God till the Parousia, as cbvfpovog of God (ver. 1), living united 


with God in His glory hitherto unseen, in order thereafter to proceed 
from God and to manifest Himself with the full divine glory. But, as 
with Christ, so also with our life, which is hidden obv 6 Xpeor, and there- 
fore can only issue forth at His second coming from God, and be received 


~by us in real glorious communication and manifestation through our 


ouvdofacbjvar (Rom. viii. 17, comp. v. 2, 10): If the coherence of the rela- 
tion expressed by «éxpurra: was asserted by obv 76 X., so also is its irherence 


by év. 7G ep. The essential part of our explanation, viz. that } Cw gu. is 
éernal life, is held also by Chrysostom, Theodoret (éxeivov yap dvaozdvrog 


mdvrec qyéptnev GAN obdére dpduev tov rpayudrovr Tv éxBaow), Oecumenius 


‘(rév yap: dAyldg  Xproriavar Soy gory pévovoa, 9 pév Toe mupovos  sikdva 


pardov Bavérou h Cwipe Bye), Theophylact (Paul wished to show aibrots. 


ok Kabinpiévous aves Kal aay gavrag. cai, Ty ey TH) Oca, Be a) pi), 
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Calvin, ‘Bens. nee Schmid, Gy atin: and others, including Baum- 
girten-Crusius. The accurate ce ceul eonnection of this view with 
what precedes, and with ver. 4 (see above), excludes the explanation 
adopted by many, of Seah in the. ethical, spiritual sense. So Erasmus, 
Vatablus, Calovins, Bengel, Flatt (“the inner, new, blissful life of true 
Christians ”), Bihr, Bohmer, Steiger, Olshausen,! and others, ineluding 
‘Huther,’ Bleek, and de Wette, who apprehends this life as being hidden 
in two respects: namely, as regards the disposition and striving, it is, 
- because directed to the heavenly, internal and ideal, whereas the life of 
worldly men in the common sense is real or manifest; as regards the 
imputation ar recompense, it lacks outward happiness, but enjoys internal 
peace, and is therefore in this respect. also hidden or ideal, whereas the 
worldly life, in unison with the outer world, leads to external peace or to | 
happineés, and is so far, therefore, real or manifest also; the oty TG X,. 
denotes not merely the spiritual fellowship, but is “at the same time to a 
certain extent” to be understood in a local sense (comp. ver. 1), and év 7 
Ged denotes the sphere of the Christian life, or “its relation to the system 
of the universe, that it belongs to the invisible world, where God Himself 
lives.” Of all this there is nothing in the words, the historical sense of 
which neither requires nor bears such a spiritualistic idealization with 
more senses than one, but, on the contrary, excludes it as caprice. The ¢ 
fay two» does not refer to the ethical life of Christians at all, neither alone | 
nor along with eternal life (Cornelius a Lapide, Estius; comp. Bleek and — 
Ewald), On the contrary, it is aptly said by Kaeuffer, de Cafe aiwy. not. p. 
93: “ vitam enim piam et honestam, quam homo Christianus in hac terra 
vivere possit ac debeat, P. dicere non poterat nune cum Christo in Deo 
(in coelis puta, in quibus Christus nune est) reconditam esse, atque olim 
in splendido Jesu reditu de coelo revelatum iri; haec non: nisi: vitae: 
‘eoelesti: conveniunt.” Hofmann’s distinction is less clear and definite : the 
Toh is meant as the blessing, in which Christians have an advantage over 
the world, by their having participated in the death and resurrection of 
Christ,—a life, which is indeed life in the full sense of the word, but which 
does not appear before the world as what it is, so long as Christ is hidden 
from the world and in God. Notwithstanding, Hofmann. properly rejects 
the explanations referring it to the holy life of the Christian, and to the 
holy and blissful life together—Observe, further, the difference in the 
tenses, the aorist awelévere denoting the accomplished act.of dying at con- 
version, by which they entered into the fellowship of the death of Christ ; 
and the perfect xéxp., the continuous subsisting relation i in reference. to the 
present up to the (near) Parousia. 


Lhe life of believers is said jobs hidden, _ world bach nothing. about it (comp. Eras- 
* tnasmuch ag ft is internal; and what is:exter- ‘mus: “juxta judicium: mundi”); in fact, to 
nal. does not harmonize with it;" and in épv Te ‘the Christian himself its full: glory is not 
. Oc God is conceived as the element, “into manifest (comp. Bengel); and by atv ra X, 
whose essence believers, like Christ Himself, _it-is ‘shown that.the Christian leads such‘a.. 
are assumed and énwrapped." life not of himself, but only i in-his fellowship -., 
ae 2In whose view the Christian leads a ligt in “with Christ.. Dalmer gives an. obseure and 
7 God, and this is a hidden life, because the “heterogeneous explanation, 
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Ver. 4. And what a blissful future is connected with the 7 Cay tuav xexp, 
x7.a.! This bright, favorable side of the previous thought is the continua-— 
tion of the proof of ver. 2 begun in ver, 8, detaching them thoroughly . 
from earthly pursuits. and elevating them to the courage of victory; 
vividly introduced without connecting particle (xa/): “repentina luce 
percellit, ” Bengel, which Hofinann fails to perceive, when he objects to 
the absence of dé The relation is not antithetical at all—darepoti] shall 
have become manifest, have come forth from His present concealment, _ 
namely, by His Parousia. See on ver. 8.—j Se ipov| your life. Christ 
Himself is thus designated (comp. 7. éAmi¢ in i. 27), because He is the per- 
sonal author, possessor, and bearer of the Serna life of His believers. 
(comp. John xiv. 6, xi. 25), and this, according to the context, inasmuch as 
they have entered into the fellowship of His resurrection: they are alive! 
with Him (obv tr. X., ver. 38); His life is their life. The definite object of 
this apposition, moreover, is argumentative, for the following rére «1.4.— 
kat bucic| as Christ, so also ye with Him. The two subjects have the 
-emphasis.—gavepol. tv déy] Comp. ‘curddgacfoyev in Rom. viii. 17.. It 
means nothing else than the glory of the Messianic kingdom, in which 
believers (also glorified bodily, 1 Cor, xv. 48; 2 Cor. v. 1 ff; Phil. iii, 21) 
shall be manifested visibly. The offence which FHoltzimann takes at: the 
use of davepodotae (inste: d of aroxadirrectat, Rom, vill. 17 ff.) and Cw, pre- 
supposes a too limited range for Paul’s manipulation of language. Our 
passage has nothing to do with 2 Cor, iv. 10 f. Nor does it even “almost 
Jook” (Holtzmann) as if the author were conceiving the readers as already 
dead at the Parousia. The gavepafjvar év défy takes place in the case of 
those still adive through their being changed, as the reader was aware. 

Ver. 5.2 [On vv. 5-11, see Note XXXVI. pages 373-375,] Obv] draws the 
inference from vy. 8, 4, in order now to lead to that which must be done 
with a view to the carrying out of the yj ra éxl tr. yje. (XX XVIT a] The 
inference itselfis: “Since, according to vy. 8, 4, ye are dead, but have 
your life hidden with Christ in God and are destined to be glorified with 
Christ, it would be in contradiction of all this, according to which ye 
belong no longer to the earth but to the heavenly state of life, to permit 
your earthly members still to Hive; no, ye are to puf them to death, to make 
them die” (Rom. iv. 19; Heb. xi. 12; Plat. Mor. p. 954 D)!—vexpdcare] 
[XXXVIL b.] prefixed with emphasis as the point of the inference; the 
term is selected in significant reference to dreBavere and 7} Coy dudyr, vv. 8, 
Ara wig buov] means nothing else, and isnot to be explained otherwise 
than: your members (hand, foot, eye, ete.). That these were not to be put 
to death in the physical sense, but in an ethical respect (comp. ii. 11)— 
seeing, namely, that they, as the seat and organs of sinful lusts (Rom. vii. 

23), which they still are even in the case of the regenerate (Gal. v.17, 24), 
are to lose their vigor of life and activity through the Christian moral will 


, Comp. Ignatius, “Hpk. 8, where Christ is ~ relation to Eph. iv. 1-5, 20, finds.the sass of 
: designated rT aeenpisen Timer. Av, also Mag. . originality, Holtazmann discovers the concen- 
neg..1, Smyrn. 4, iat > trating labor of the inter polator, whose second - 

in. the section vy. 5-17, in whieh ‘Honig,. in- {and ey) effortis the passage in Colossians, 
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governed by the » Holy Spirit, and j in so far to experience ethical deadening 
(comp. Rom. vii. 5, 28, viii. 18, and. the analogous representation by Jesus 
as to plucking out the eye, etc, Matt. v. 20 f, xviii. 8 1; comp. also xix. 
12)—was self-evident to the reader, as it was, moreover,’ “placed beyond 
‘doubt by. the following appositions wopvelay 7.1. Hence there was neither 
ground nor warrant in the context to assume already here (see ver. 9) the 
conception of the old man, whose desires are regarded as members (Beza, 
Flacius, Calvin, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Calovius, and others, includ- 
‘ing Béhmer, Olshausen, and Bleek), although the required putting to 
death presupposes that the old man is still partially alive. Nor is sin 
itself, according to its totality, to be thought of as body and its individual 
parts as members (Hilary, Grotius, Bengel, Bahr, and others) ;~a concep- 
tion which does not obtain. even in ii. 11 and Rom. vi. 6, and which is 
inadmissible here on account of ipa», The view of Steiger, finally, is 
erroneous (comp. Baumgarten-Crusius), that the entire human existence is 
conceived as céza. We may add that the véxpwou of the members, ete., is 
not inconsistent with the death (aeldvere, ver..8) already accomplished 
through conversion to Christ, but is required. by the latter as the necessary, 
ever new act of the corresponding morality, with which. faith lives and 
works. And in view of the ideal character of this obligation the com- 
“mand vexpdcare «.7.4.—this requirement, which is ever repeating itself, of 
the ethical mortificatio—is never superfluous. —ri il rie yiy| which are upon — 
the earth, corresponds to the rd éwir. y. in ver. 2; in contrast, not to the. 
glorified human nature of Christ (Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, I. p. 560), but to_ 
the life hidden with Christ in God. In this antithetical addition is involved 
an element which justifies the requirement vexpdcare r. p. bu., not expressing - 
the activity of the ué2n for what is sinful (de Wette, comp. Flatt and others, in 
“connection with which Grotius would even supply 7a gpovotyra from. ver. 
-2), which the simple words do not affirm, but: that the sf, as existing 
upon earth, have nothing in common with the life which exists in heaven, 
-that their life is of another kind and must not be. spared to the prejudice 
of that heavenly Gof! Comp. also Hofmann’s present view. The context 
does not even yield a contrast of heavenly members (Huther), i.e. of a life of 
activity for what is heavenly pervading the members, or of the members 
of. the, new man (Julius Miiller), since the Cu is not to be understood in the 
_ sense of the spiritual, ethical. life—mopreiav «.7.2.] Since Paul would not 
have the members slain:as such: absolutely and unreservedly, but only as 
regards their ethical side, namely, the sinful nature which ‘dwells and~ 
works in them (Rom. vii, 28), he now subjoins detailed instances of this 
sinful nature, and that with a bold but not readily misunderstood dir ect- 
ness.of expression appositionally, so that they appear as the forms of immor- 
ality cleaving to the members, with respect to which the very members. are 
“to be put to death, In these forms of immorality, which ‘Constitute no 


-1Comp. ‘also Julius Miller, 1 wd. Siinde Ip. fond heishtened statue, which, iipeves niende 
"461, -ed, 5, and Flatt... -to be ‘afterwards: cleansed afresh from new . 
2Chrysostam - illustrates the ‘elation by - aecretions of rust ane dirt, 
: somparing me eenreried person to. a a cleatiae ws 
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such heterogeneous apposition to ra pbb tu. as Holtamann thinks, the 
life of the péAn, which is to be put to death, is represented by its parts. 
Paul might have said: Aéyw 6é ropveiav; but by annexing it directly, he 
gave to expression the form of a distributive apposition (see Kiihner, 
II. 1, p. 247), more terse and more compact after the oyjua Kal? bAov. Kat 
pépos, Tei is neither a sudden leap of thought nor a metonymy. —ixalapa. | 
in reference to lustful uncleanness; comp. on Rom. i. 24; Gal. y. 19; 2 
Cor. xii. 21; Eph. iv. 19, v.3. Paul gives, namely, from opr. to KaKhy, 
four forms of the jist Gentile fundamental vice, unchastity, beginning with 
the special (wopveiav), and becoming more and more general as he pro- 
ceeds. Hence follows: atloc, passion (the qrractat bind THe pdovfc, Plat. 
Prot. p. 852 A; Dem. 805. 14; Arist. Eth. ii, 4), heat; Rom. i. 26; 1 Thess. 
iv. 5; and Litnemann tm loc) And finally’: ériug. naagy (Plat. Legg. ix. p. 
854 A), evil desire, referring to unchaste longing. Comp. Matt. v. 28; 
Breitenbach, ad Xen. Hier. 6.2. Unnatural unchastity (Rom. i. 26 f.; 1 
Cor. vi. 9) is included in dkeé., wal, and émif. xax., but is not expressly 
denoted (Erasmus, Caloyius, Heine ‘chs, Flatt, Bohmer) by rado¢ (comp. 
pathic, Catullus, xvi. 2; raliseteoOa, Niearch. in Anth. xi. 73), a meaning 
which neither admits of linguistic proof, nor is, considering the general 
character of the adjoining terms (d«a@aps, éxi0. kak.), in keeping ¢ with the 
context.  érrd. ax, 18 to be distinguished frorn wédo¢ as the more 
general conception; the dor is always also érPuuia and relatively 
é. caxg, but not the converse, since a qyeiovas or Kparely rie éxduulac 
may also take placé.—«. tyv wAcovetiay] [XX XVII c¢.] After the vice 
of uncleanness comes now the second chief vice of the Gentiles (comp. 
on Eph. iv. 19): covetousness. Hence the connection here by means 
of «ai, which is not even, but (in opposition to Hofmann) the simple and, 
and the article, which introduces the new category with the description of its 
disgraceful character, associating this descriptive character as a special 
stigmia with the vice of wieoveeia. In opposition to the erroneous inter- 
pretations: tnsatiable lust (Estius, Michaelis), or: the gains of prostitution 
(Storr, Flatt, Bahr), see on Eph. le, and Huther. The wieoregia is not 
separated by the article from the appositional definitions of the wéAy, and 
co-ordinated with ra uéAn, so that the latter would only be “the members 
which minister to unchaste lust” (Huther); for ra péay tu. can only denote 
the members generally, the collective members; and év roig pédeow (Rom. 
- vii. 5, 28) understood generically, and not as referring to particular indi: 
vidual members, sin is operating with ad/ its lusts, as, in accordance with 
this ethical mode of viewing the matter, the collective members form the 
copa rig oapnd¢ Of ii. 11. Bengel remarks aptly that the article indicates 


1Comp. Ake Plat. Phaed. p. 265 B: ra épwre- 
Kav mados, Phaedr. p. 252 C.. 


2 Looking tothe so closcly.marked- twofold 
division of the vices addueed, it is iInconsist-| 


ent with the text to take, with Hofmann, the 
three elements, dxafapo., wafos, and -émcéup. 


eax, In-such a general sense aa to make dco~: 
“bapati mean every. action. which mars the 


creaturely honor (?) of man,” wados, the passion 
which enslaves through excitement of the blood, 
and érdupla can}, all evil desire, which is, as 
such, a marhid excitement of the blood, The 
excitement of the blood, thus sangninely enough 


_inyented without any hint whatever from ‘the 
’ text, is then held to convert.the second and 
third elements into. cases in which one sins 
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totum genus viii a genere : Sninenardiarn nodls specierum diversimc HTS. 


éoriv eidwdodare. | quippe quae est, ete., further supports the vexpocare specially 
in reference to this vice, which, as the idolatry of money and possessions, 
is kar’ ioy4v of aheathen nature! In 1 Cor. v. 11, the sidwdodarp. is to be 
taken differently (in opposition to Holtzmann). Moreover, see on Eph. v. 
5. Observe, further, that the addition of the w4coregia to unchastity (comp. 


1 Cor. v. 11) can afford no ground for supposing that the author of the” 


Ephesians borrowed this combination from 1 Thess, i. 8, and that it was 
taken into our present Epistle from that to the Ephesians (Holtzmann). 
Comp. also 1 Cor. vi. 9 f. 

Ver. 6. This relative affirmation senae in a confirmatory reference to 
the vixpdoare 1.t.2. above, the omission of which would draw down upon 
the re: aders, instead of the davepodjrar tv défy of ver. 4, a fate such as is 
here described.—s¢ 6 (see the critical remarks) has the significant stress 
-of the relative clause : on account of this immorality mentioned in ver. 5. The 
Recepta o¢ ais to be taken justin the same way, and not to be refertad to 
the .é4» (Bihy), since it is not the latter themselves, but their life-activi- 
ties specilied by woprefay «.7,4., Which eall forth the wrath of God.—épyerar] 
namely, atthe judgment. Comp. Eph. v. 6; 1 Thess. i, 10: 7 dpyy 9 
Epxoutvn; Matt. iii. 7: 9 péAdovoa dpyy. Hence: guépa opyi¢ In Rom, it. 5; 
Rev, vi. 17. Chrysostom well says: Paul warns did trav pear dvtov iE ov 
anqarzdynwev caxor, See also on Eph. vy. 6. The frequent reference to 
the manifestation of the divine wrath (comp. Rom. i.18 ff.) in the course 
of this temporal life (uther and many others) overlooks the correlation 
With ver. 4, and the apostle’s conception of the nearness of the Parousia. 
Hence, also, the combination of the feo references (Theophylact and 
Se others, also Flatt) is to be rejected—Respecting the vlode rie dred). (the 
Jews and G eae who reject the gospel and thereby disobey God), comp. 


-on Eph. v. 6, and as to a mode of expression gener: ally, Steiger on 1: 


Pet. i. 14. eaneNeay dij.” 
Ver. 7. Transition to the following exhortation; and how touching 


. through the effect. of the contrast !—év cic] is, with the reading 6? 6 in - 


ver. 6, necessarily to be referred to the vioie 7. decd. among whom ye also 
walked once; by which is meant, not external association (which in fact was 
not cancelled by conyersion,.1 Cor. y. 10), but the Fellowship of moral con- 
duct. But, hue with the reading d¢ & in ver. 6, év cle is to be taken 
(comp. Eph. ii..2 £) as inter quos (Vatablus, Rosenmiiller, de Wette, 


Schenkel, Bleek), and. not to be referred, as it commonly i is (Chrysostom, ; 
however, seems to understand it as masculine) to the vices named in ver... 


_ 5, because the r clative most naturally attaches itself to what immediately 
precedes, in order to continue the discourse, and because, if é ole refer to 
~ the. sins; then fire. ey mie once more as sserts substantially the same 


ae against his own body —a characteristic poing - Ait has been well Said by orhenderets ered) 
which. Panl has not inview at all in connec: or papave. xuptoy ) cwurhp mpocynyspeuce, SuSd= 
tion with the apposition to ra wédy HTA, AS TROD, OS -6 TE WADEL THS TAEOvEdtas Souhevwy os 

‘ds: plain, from ‘the appended «. or, mAcovediay - Gedy ney whoGrov Tea, 
‘belonging to the same apposition. Sar oe 


soa 
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_ thing, so that the discourse gains nothing in thoughtfulness through the 


two. verbs, as in Gal. v. 25, but is unduly amplified. The distinctions 
which in this case have been attempted between meperareiv and Spy still 


‘make the one or the other appear as self-evident. See e.g. Calvin: vivere 


and ambulare are distinguished from each other like potentia (comp. 
Grotius: “moveri ”) and actus, the former preceding and the latter fol- 
lowing ; Beza (and Estius): vivere denotes naturae habitum, ambulare, 
tvépyeav ipsam. ; Bithr (comp. Olshausen and Reiche): the former refers 
more to the disposition, the latter to the outward conduct; Hofmann: 
the stute of life (re), with which the conduct in detail (zepurar.) harmon- 
ized.—ore &ire év roiroc] ere stands emphatically and pregnantly first: 


when ye Hved in these, 7.e. when ye were alive therein, inasmuch as the- 


areSdvere of ver. 3 had not yet set in in your case, the requirement of the 


‘vexpoiv in ver. 5 was still strange to you, and these disgraceful things 


formed the element and sphere of activity of your life. On ¢qr, to be alive, 
in contrast to the being dead, comp. Rom. vit. 9; 2.Cor, xiii: 4; also Col, 


Al. 20; év roiroe? is neuter, grouping together demonstratively, and setting 


forth contenptuously, the states of vice spoken of. According to Flatt, 
Béhmer, and FH meer, it is masculine: “then, when ye belonged to the chil- 
dren of disobedience,’ so that CH» év kéouqm (ii, 20) and dvacrpépecn év 7 Kéopm 
(2 Cor. i. 11) would have to be compared. .*In opposition to this view it 
may be urged that bre spre tv robrog, in this sense, would be a very mean- 
ingless and superfluous more nreeiee designation of the zoré, whereas, 
according to the view above adopted, it is thoughtful and characteristic? 


On the change from the merely historical aorist to the descriptive énper- 
fect, lending a lively color to the representation, and claiming the closer 


attention of the reader who had passed more rapidly over the mepeerar., 
comp. Ktihner, IT. 1, p. 188, and Reisig, ad Soph. O. C. p. 254 f. 

Ver. §. Nuvi. dé] In contrast to the past, which has just been described: 
but now, When ye are no longer alive in those things —xal dyeic¢] does not 
refer to the fact that the Ephesians also are thus exhorted (Eph. iv. 22, 24, 
81), as Holtzmann here contrives critically to suggest; but as cal oe. in 
ver. 7 reminded the readers of the immoral pre-Christian society, which 
they also had formerly resembled, so this cat tuei¢ reminds them. of the 
moral Christian society, which they also ought to resemble now.—ré révra] 
the whole of these, 7.e. the things indicated by év rotrog without any 
exception; ye shall retain nothing of them, “ne quid veneni resideat” 
(Grotius). To this ra mévra the apostle then-annexes directly and in 


rapid asyndetic continuation yet other sins, which are likewise to be left off. 


Bleek erroneously takes épyiv «7.2. as in apposition to ra xavra; for the 
latter can only be retrospective (comp. Hofmann), and cannot, consist- 
ently with the text, be taken as meaning, “everything that belongs to the 


old man.” —ard0eote| like garments (see on Eph. iv. 22); a lively change 
of figures; the conception of members is laid aside.—fuzér] distinguished 


. 1 With the Recepta avroteany other refer- 2 Hence not to he attributed, with -Holtz 
ence than that, which ofs has, is excluded; . mann, to the tantological style of the author, 
hence the origin ofabrois, = = = in remembranee of 1 Cor. vi. 1, 
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from épyjy as the ebullition, the effervescing of the latter (Eustath. ad Zz 
ip. 7. 17)3—caxiary] -wiekedness, malicious nature. Comp. on Rom. 1. 29; 
Eph. iv. 81.—Siacpyuiav] slander, not against. God, but against others, as 
oral outbreak of the evil (ieaens mentioned.2—uicy, pcdbyial| only used 
here in the N. 'T.: shameful discourse, which, in accordance with the cate- 
gory of all the sins here named, is not to be understood of wnchaste dis- 
course, as following the Fathers* it has commonly been taken (Hofmann: 
“obscene” discourse). Rather: railing speech (Polyb. viii. 18. 8, xxxi. 10. 
4), forming one genus with SAacdyiav, but a wider idea AM the ele- 
ments in ver. 8 specify the malevolent and hostile. disposition ; and. the two 
last, especially the oral manifestation thereof; hence the addition of é« rod 
orbuaroc bu., Which, withoutarbitrariness, cannot butbe referred to both words 
(so also Bleek), not to aieypod. alone, and is, with Grotius, to be conceived 
as depending on the still operative idea of aélroBe, so that it may not be 
characterized as a “secondary malformation” (Holtzmann). The readers. 
are to lay aside, generally, opyjy, @upov, wastav; and to lay aside fron thetr 
mouth Biacpyuiay, aisypodoyiav, Weare not to suppose any special pur- 
pose in connection with the addition; it serves merely for the concrete 
representation ; but, if we should regard it as the more precise definition 
of ateypor. (Hofmann), or should even, as is often done, by supplying an 
éxmopevonényy, join it with alaypodoy., or with Baaod. and aisypodoy., it would 
be utterly void of meaning. The special idea of that which defiles (Chry- 
sostom), or of the opposite of Christian praise to God (Hofmann), does not. 
form the basis of the é« 7. ordu. tu.; on the contrary, it is the conception 
in general of what is unsuited and foreign (comp. on vi dé) to Christian 
fellowship and intercourse, which serves as the presupposition for the 
entire exhortation. Comp. Eph. iv. 29, 

Ver. 9. My qebdeatle cig 422.) i.e. lie not one to another, so that sig expresses 
the direction of the yetdecda. (comp. wp. card tevoe in the sense of the hostile 
direction, Plat. Huthyd. p. 284 A, al.; Jas. iii, 14), like mpéc in Men. Anad. 
13.5; Plat. Legg. xi. p. 917-A; Tay. vi. 2, Jt is different in Susann. 55, 
59. It connects itself with what precedes, and hence it is to be separated 
only by a comma from yer. 8 (with Lachmann and Tischendorf); the 
following drexdvodpevae «7.2, adds a determining motive for the whole a7é- 
Geabe ... GAAd2ove: since ye have put off the old man... and put on the new, 
etc, with which the retaining of wrath, etc., and the further lying (observe 
‘the present sets.) would not be consistent; on the contrary, this trans- 


~. formation which, in principle, has taken place in and with the conver- 





sion to Christ, must manifest itself practically; by the laying aside of those 
vices, -According\y, the aorist participles are not s2 ynchronous pea the 


; Xen. de Lace. 





“Bee on Rorns i ii, 83 comp. Eph. iv. 31;:.Rev. 


xvi, 19;-Ecelas.. xlyiiie10; 1 Mace. ii. 49; 
‘Hom, Tl. ix, 629: Plat.. Phil, P. Al: E: tois 
Ovoig KL rats dpyais. 

2Comp.. Eph. tl. ¢.; 1-Cor, -iv.13; Roni, iH 83 


TE. Ay 23 “frequently in‘ classie writers ;- in 


Dem; 312.15 joined with guxoparrtia. | 
8See Suicer, Thes, I. p. 136. 





“EBs Pollux, iy, 103; 
Stein; also aioxpoerdw in Athen, xiii. Pp “STL 


Comp. Epictet Encehir. 33. 16; 
rep. 5,63 ataxpoAoyotvras ii Plat. Rep. p. 395 
and the passages in Wet- 


Asand respecting the aicypodoyia é¢’ iepats, 


“88 Lobeck, Aglaoph. p. 689.. 


beauesa aloxpa ere, Hom. Il, iii 38, xxiv... 





"288, 
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CHAP. III. 910, oa : ee: 


foregoing (exuentes, etc., so Vulgate, Luther, Calovius, and others, includ- 
ing Flatt, Olshausen, Huther, de Wette, Ewald, and Bleelr), but precede it; 
they are not included in the exhortation, for which reason 1 Pet. v. 6 f is 
inappropriately appealed to, but.assign a ground for it. This is clear, even 
in.a linguistic point of view, from the fnct that pebdesbe is the present; 
and also, as regards the sense, from the circumstance that if the words be 
regarded as part of the exhortation itself, as a definition of the mode of 
what is required, the exuentes only, and not the induentes, would correspond 
with the réquirement to lay aside and to abstain from lying. Besides, ver. 
11 is inappropriate as a constituent part of an exhortation, but suits well 
as an argumentative enlargement. Finally, the assumed figurative 


exhortation only comes in expressly at ver. 12, and that by way of infer-— 


ence (odv) from what had been said previously from drexdvodu. onwards 
in the same figure, though not yet in paraenetic form. [XXXVILe@.] 
Without any sufficient reason, and out of harmony with the simple parae- 
netic form of the entire context, Hofmann begins with dsrexdvedu. a new 


period, whose protasis ends in ver. 11, and whose apodosis begins with obv-. 


in ver. 12 (comp. on Rom. ii. 17 48); by this we gain only a more clumsy 
complication of the discourse, especially as the supposed apodosis has 
again partic ipial definitions. The entire practical part of the Epistle pro- 
ceeds in plain ea not dinlectically joined together. Comp., more- 
over, on ver. 12.—Respecting the double compound arexdve., comp, on Ii. 


‘11.—The terminus ante quem for wadadc, is the adoption of Christianity, 80 
that, by the whole expression 6 rasade dvfparog generically the collective 


pre-Christian condition iv a moral respect! is presented as personified? 
Comp. on Rom, vi. 6; Eph. iv. 22.—obv raig mpéfeow abrod] not generally: 
with his doing (Hofmann), but in the bad sense: along with his evil prae- 
tices, with his bad tricks. Comp. on Luke xxiii. 51 and Rom. viii. 

Ver. 10. The positive aspect of the transformation (regeneration) 
wrought by God through conversion to Christ; and since ye have put on, 
etc.—riv véov] The collective new Christian ethical condition, conceived as 
personified and set forth objectively, so that it appears as becoming individu- 
ally appropriated by the putting on. It might, with equal propriety, be 
designated from the point of view of time as the homo recens in contrast to 


- ‘the decayed and worn-out nature of the pre-Christian moral condition 
(comp. the véov pipaua in 1 Cor. v.7), as from the point of view of the 


new, altogether different, and previously non-existent quality as the homo 
novus, It.is the former here,’ the latter in Eph, iv. 23 (comp. also ii. 16), 


1 Original sin is not denoted by the expres- ~ life of humanity, the old has passed -away, 


gion and the conception to which it is sub- 
‘servient (in: opposition to Calvin: “veteris 
hominis nomine, intelligi pravitatem nobis: 


ingenitam;”. comp. Calovius: concupiscen- 
tiam pravam congenitam”); it is, however, 


according to the biblical view. (Rom, vii. 14. 
££), its presupposition and the regulative agent 
"din:-the moral character of the old man. vr 


&.With the entrance of Christianity into the 
23 : 


and all things have become. new: (2 Cor. v. 
17). -But the old man was individually put 
off by the several subjects through their own 


historical conversion to Christ. The Xpucrdv. 


eveducacGe of Gal. lil. 27 is not in substance 


different from the having put on the new man... 


3In the ethical sense Christians are, as it 


“were, the veodaia’ aaoeiey Gloss. Pers. 674) 
: oF humanity. 
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where xavdc évép. is used.! ‘The spetifleatiat of quality is then further 


added. by rév dvaxamoip, x7. Ae The notion of net growing old (Chrysostom, 


- Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus) is not implied in véov.—rdv avaxamoi- | 


pevov | PXXXVIL f.] The homo recens, so fur, namely, as the converted person 
has appropriated it. as his moral individuality, is not something ready-made 
and. finished, but (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 16) in a state of development (through 
the Holy Spirit, Rom. vii. 6, viii. 2; Tit. iii. 5), by means of which there 


is produced in him @ new chuvdeter and quality specifically, different from — 


that of the old man, Comp. Rom. xii. 2. Hence the present participle, 


which is neither to be takenas imperfect (B.-Crusius), nor as renewing itself. 


(Bleek); and. ava does not refer to the relation of re-establishment,? 
namely, of the justitia originalis (since rod xricavrog does not directly 
mean the first creation), but only to the old constitution, the transforma- 


tion and new-moulding (renewal) of which forms the process of develop- 


ment of the véog. dvOpwxoe. Comp. Winer, de verb. ¢. praepos. compos. p. 10 


f. The xawérnc of the véoe avOp. is relative: In Greek authors dvaxaude ig” 
not found, but dvaxawifo is (socr. Areop. 8, App. 2, p.. 18; Plut. Marcell. 


6), Heb. vi. 6; also in the LXX.—el¢ éxiyroow] is to be taken along with 

the following ‘war’ ex. 7. «ric. airév, and with this expresses the end aimed 
cat by the dvaxawoiota. Through the latter there is to. be produced a 
knowledge, which accords with the image of God. Comp. Beza. God, as 


respects His absolute knowledge, i.e. a knowledge absolutely adequate to 


its objects, is the model, with which the relative knowledge of the regener- 


ate to be attained in the course of their being renewed, i. e. their increas- _ 
ing penetration into divine truth, is to be accordant. And the more it is 


so—the more fully it has developed itself in accordance with the divine 


-ideal—the more is it also the determining power and the living practical — | 


agent of the whole conduct, so that all those vices enumerated in ver. 8 
are excluded. by it, and even become morally impossible. Hofmann 
rightly takes: xaz’ six. rod «ric. atrév as the more precise description of. 
intypwow, though defining the sense to this éffect, that the new man 
“everywhere looks to, and estimates everything by the consideration, whether he 


finds the stamp of this image.” But, in that case, an object (évrav) would. 
necessarily stand with ériyvwor, and the idea of avaxpivery or doxidterw | 
would be substituted for that of ériyvecce. The kar’ eixdva «7.2. is usually 


connected with dvaxawobz. and ce étyv. taken by. itself, in. connection 


with which Steiger, Huther, de Wette, and Bleek (comp. also Ewald) 


- arbitrarily adopt the view, that the prominent mention of the knowledge 





1See regarding the difference between the, 


two words, Tittmann, Synon. p, 59 ff. 


- 24 Renovatus autem dicitur novus ile homo, 


‘quia novus quondam fuit in prima creatione,” 
Calovius. Comp, Steiger, Huther, de Wette, 


“Philippi, Degm. IT. p. 875 ff, ed. 2, and many. 
‘others. .Thus we should have for the véos - 
dvOperros, not the conception ofanova creatura 
wah erlos, 2 Cor. v.17; Gale vic 15), but, 
*. that-of a redintegrata creatura. But it isto... 


a new life that the believer is regenerated, 


raised up, etc. by God. This new creation , 


is not the ‘redintegratio of the first; though it 
is its antitype, as Christ’ Himself, so far as in 


Him the new creation is founded and. begun’... 
_ (how, see Rom..v. Vi, 17-19, vio 1 ff), is. the 


antitype of Adam. (Rom. v. 143.1 Cor. xv. 45). 


‘Consequently this. passage is only indirectly 
‘probative for the doctrine of the image of 
God as innate. 








i 
| 





CHAP. m1. 10. ‘ore x : : a -B6B 


was occasioned by a polemic opposition to the false teachers and their: 
tendencies to false gnosis.. But how abrupt, isolated, and indefinite would 
the eg éxiyy. thus stand! No; the subsequent Kar’ eixdéva x.7.A, just serves 
as a more precise characteristic definition for the—in theory and practice 


so extremely important—point of Christian knowledge. [XXXVII g.]. 








The expression of this definition én this particular way comes very natur- 
ally to Paul, because he is speaking of the homo recens creatus, in connec- 
tion with which, after the analogy of the creation of Adam, the idea of the 
image of God naturally floated before his mind,—the image which that 
first-created man had, and which the recens creatus is to attain and present 
by way of copy in that towards which he is being developed, in the ériyvo- 
-ag. This development is only completed in the aidy pédzwr, 1 Cor. xiii. 
12; for its aim before the Parousia, see Eph. iv. 13 f—rod xricavro¢g abrév] 
A description of God, harmonizing with the conception of the véoc dvdpo- 
og, Who is God’s creature. Comp. on Eph. iv. 24. It is erroneous, with 
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Ewald, and others, to understand Christ! as 
referred to; for creating is invariably represented in Scripture as the work 
of God (even.in i. 16), and especially here where a parallel is instituted - 
with the creation of Adam after God’s image. Comp. Eph. ii. 10, iv. 24. 
Olshausen, indeed, understands rob «rie. abr. to mean God, but would 
have the émage of God, in accordance with i. 15, taken of Christ, who is 
the archetype of man. There is no ground for this view in the context, 
~ which, on the contrary, reminds us simply of Gen. 1. 27; comp. car Gedy, 
in Eph. iv. 24, a simpler expression, which has found here a significant 
more precise definition out of the riches of the apostle’s store of ideas 
(not a fanciful variation, as Holtzmann thinks) in vivid reproduction.— 
‘avrév] must refer to the véog dvdperoc, whom God has created by regen- 
eration, not to 7. évdperor alone (“ which is the substance, on which the 
old and new qualities appear as accidents,” de Wette), as the orthodox 
explanation is forced to assume contrary to the text; see e.g. Calovius: 
“Per imaginem ejus, qui creavit ipsum, imago Dei, quae in prima 
creatione nobis concessa vel concreata est, intelligitur, ad quam nos renova- 
mur, quaeque in nobis reparatur per Spiritum sanctum, quae ratione 
intellectus consistebat in cognitione Dei, ut ratione voluntatis in justitia 
et. sanctitate, Eph. iv. 24. Per verbum itaque rod kricavroe NON nova 
creatio, sed vetus illa et primaeva intelligitur, quia in Adamo conditi omnes 
sumus ad imaginem Dei in cognitione Dei.” Rather, the divine creation 
of the new man had that primaevam creationem for its sacred historical 
-type, and is the work of salvation antitypically corresponding with it, 
which the Creator has done in Christ; hence also Paul has not written 
xrifovrog (as Philippi, Le. p. 376, thinks might have been expected), but 
«ticavtoc, comp. iv. 24, ti. 10; 2 Cor. v. 17; also Jas. i. 18. . 
Ver. 11. [XXX VILK.] . Where all the separating diversities have ceased, 
by which those phenomena of malevolence and passion mentioned in 
ver. 8 were occasioned and nourished. . Comp. Gal, iii. 28, of which pass- 


“So also Julius Miller, v. a, Siinde, IL..p. , 496, ed. a “Bees on the other band, Ernesti, repr: 
der Sine IL. p. 133 ff 
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age Baur indeed sees here only an extended and. climactic imdlation—. 
érav] where there is not, etc.; namely there, where the old man has been 
put off, and the voc «7.2, put on, ver. 10. It represents the existing 
relation. according to local conception, like the Latin ubi, ive. qua in re, 
or in quo rerum statu, like the local wa* The relation is one objectively 
real, historically occurring (comp. Gal. il. 28; Rom. x. 12; 1 Cor. xii. 18), 
present in renewed humanity. Consequently oov is not to be referred 
to the éxarwo¢, and to be interpreted within which, i.e. in the Christian 
consciousness (Schenkel) ; but just as little is the relative clause to be 
joined immediately with eg ériyrwcw car’ sixdva 7.4, so that it affirms 
that there, where this image is found, all contrasts, etc., have vanished; so 
Hofmann in connection with his erroneous explanation of cig éxbrwow 
nar’ cikéva Kv4., see on. ver. 10.—Respecting ég,. equivalent to éveor:, see 
on Gal. iii. 28.—'EAAgy «. Tod.) national diversity, without taking "EAA,», 
however, with Chrysostom, Theophylact, and others, in the sense. of 
proselyte. —repir. & axpop.] theocratic diversity2—fdpBapoo «7.2.] In the 
increasing vividness of conception the arrangement by pairs is dropped, 
and the nouns are placed beside each other asyndetically. Paul does not 
couple with BdpSapoc,as he does again in the case of doddoc, its opposite, 
which was already adduced ("EAAyy, comp. on Rom. i. 14), but proceeds 
by way of a climae: 3wityc. Bengel (comp. Grotius) well says: 
“Seythae .,. barbaris barbariores;” they were included, however, among 
the barbarians (in opposition to Bengel, who thinks that the latter-term 
indicates the Numddians). For instances in which the Seythians are 
termed Bapfaparara (comp. also 2 
stein. We may infer, moreover, from the passage, that among the 
Christians there were even some Scythians, possibly immigrants into Greek 
and Roman countries.—d44a ra mdvra ... Xpiorde] the dividing circum- 
stances named, which, previous to the putting on of the véo¢ didparoe, 
were so influential and regulative of social interests and conduct, have | 
now—a, fact, which was beyond doubt not recognized by the Jewish prejudice 
of the fhlse teachers—since the Christian renovation (comp, 2 Cor. v.17) 
ceased to exist in the fellowship established by the latter (deal expression 
of the thought: their morally separating influence is abolished) ; whereas 
Christ is the sum total of all desires. and. strivings, and that iv all individuals, 
without distinction of nations, etc.; He “solus proram et puppim, ut 
aiunt, principium et finem tenet ” (Calvin). All are one in Christ, Gal. 
iii. 28, ve 15; ‘Rom, x12 = Cor. : Xil. BF ; Eph. i. 142 —Xpiorde] the aus 


meshondoatty: as is evident frome the second 


eon Rihner. ad Xen. Mem. 4 iii. 5. it: 
.Glause. Holtazmann, however, justly denies, 


Ellendt, Lex. Soph. IT... 33h. 





Mace. iv. 47; 8 Mace. vii. 5), see Wet- 


*For éven a "EAAgy might be circumcised 
and therehy received into: the theocracy. 
—The fact that” EAAqp stands before "loud. (it. 
is. otherwise in Gal. iii: 28; 1 Cor. mii 133: 
Rom, x:. 12; ef’ al.) ought not to be urged, ie 


with: Holtzmann,” following Baur and. Hoke 
~ VHh G81; Dem, 660..73 Hermann, ag Viger. 


hace ‘ 





‘stra, against ‘the. originality of the: pas Aen 
Panl does. not arrange: the designations — 


in opposition to Mayerhoff and Hokstra, that 


the arrangement is so inserted.in antagonisin 


to the Jewish people, 

-§Comp. on this use of the ra mépra:in the 
sense of per SONS, who pass for. everything, 1 
Gor. Xv. 98; Herod. fii. 157, vil. 156; Thue. 
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ject put at the and: with great ae ae in es His believers (év aot) 
the all-determining principle of the new life and activity, is also the con- 


stituent of the new sublime unity, in which those old: distinctions and 
contrasts have become meaningless and as it were no longer exist. The 


Hellene isno longer other than the Jew, etc., but in all it is only Christ, 


who gives the same specific character to their Deitig and life. 


Ver. 12.. [On vv. 12-17, see Note XX XVIII pages 875, 876.]. Ody] for © 


these. virtues are in keeping with the vécce dvdpuror, according to what 
has been said in ver. 11; it would be a contradiction to have put-on the 


new man, and of to have put on these virtues. The new moraé condition, . 


into which ye-have entered by your conversion, passing thereby into the 


fellowship of equality and unity in Christ described in ver. 11, binds you to. 


this by the necessity of moral consistency. The oty therefore serves for 
the introduction of the direct summons by way of inference from its fore- 
going premises, just like the ody in ver. 5, but not for the introduction 
of the apodosis (Hofmann; see on ver. 9), as if it were resnptive, 
[XXXVI a.J—ivdiceote] for, although the putting on of the véo¢ avp. 
has taken place as a fact historically through the conversion to Christ, 
nevertheless it has also, in accordance with the ethical nature of the vor 
dbp. (comp. Tbr dvuxnroiwevoy x.7.A. in ver. 10), its continued acts, which 
are to take place, namely, by appropriation of the virtues which the new 
man as such must have —dée edecroi x.7.2.] as it becomes such ; &A. ‘7. 
Oeov is the subject, and ay. x. dyar. its predicates, The consciousness of 
this distinguished bliss, of being the elect of God—chosen by God frem 
_ profane humanity for eternal Messianic salvation (Eph. i. 4; Rom. viii. 
83; Tit. 1.2, a2), who assuch! are holy (through the dysasudg mvebyarog, 2 
Thess. ii, 13), and beloved of God (Rom. v. 5; Eph. i. 6),—how could it 
fail to touch the consciences of the readers, and incite them to the very 
virtues, corresponding to so. high a position,—virtues of that fellowship 
deseribed in ver. 11, which are required from them as renewed men! 
Observe, moreover, that the écoy) rt. Qeod is the presupposition of what 
is said by drexdvoduevor «.7.A. in vv. 10, 11, and that therefore é¢ écdenroi 
x.7.4, is not inserted without significant connection with what goes before. 
It is likewise admissible to take the words ayo «. jyar. substantively, 
either as co-ordinate with the écAsxroi 7. 0. and explanatory of this idea 
(“as the elect of God, holy and beloved,” Luther, Calvin, Grotius, and 
the majority, including Bihr, Béhmer, Huther, de Wette, Hofmann) ), or 
so that éxAexr. 7. Qeot stands in adjectival relation to them (Bleck: 
“elect holy and beloved ones of God”); but it is more in keeping with 
the purposely chosen order of the words to concentrate the whole stress 
on -éxdexrol Oeoin Bengel, connecting as we do, ‘aptly observes: “Ordo 


--verborum exquisite respondet ordini rerum : electio aeterna praecedit: 


* sanctificationem in tempore; sanctificati sentiunt amorem et deinceps 
imitantur.” ~Theophylact (comp. also Steiger) took Gyo. as the chief. 


1 For the act of the divine éAoy#, which in calling (comp. ver. 15). _Comp.. generally, 
-itself is hefore time, has come into temporal - Weiss i in:the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theok see p. 
realization and manifestation. through the | 18 ft, and Bibl. Theol. ¢ 88, ed. 2, 








8 Bur. Phoen. 780, Ale. 1012, Or. 1069 ; Soph. 
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word, which is more precisely defined by it. 7. Geot and jyar. (éyévovro 
pév yap aywt, Gan obx éxrexrol obd? qyarnpévo:, busic 6& Tatra wavra). Neither 
supported by the position of the words nor by the context, which does 
not suggest any contrast. —onldyyva oixripuot| oir. ig the genitive of 
quality, and the expression is quite similar to that in Luke i. 78, orddéyyva 
iAéouc; see in loc, Hence onadyyva is not to be taken here in the abstract 
sense (love, $0 usually), but in its proper sense: viscera, as the seat of 
sympathy; consequently: a heart, the moving feeling of which is sym- 
pathy. Comp. Ewald and Hofmann. The two are separated in Phil. ii. 
1. As to the conception of olerepHt., comp. on Rom. ix. 15—xpnorérnra] 
kindliness, the opposite is axorovia, Rom. xi. 22. Comp. Eph. .iv. 322° 
tarevoop., humbleness, which is meant here, however, according to the 
entire context, not towards God (Bohmer), but (see ver, 11) in relation to 
others, as the opposite of haughtiness (épyAodpovety); Eph, iv. 2; Phil. ii. 3. 
—On mpgdr., gentleness (opposite: Eph. iv. 31, and aypiérae, Plat. Conv. p. 
197 D), and yaxpod., long-suffering, bearing with immoral opposition 
(comp. Eph. iv. 2, and on Gal. v. 22), ver. 13 throws fuller light. 

Ver. 18. Neither the second. part of the verse, nadorc . .. iyeic, nor 
dvexduevot . . . poudiy, is to be parenthesized ; for the whole is an uninter- 
rupted continuation of the construction. [XXOCVITT ¢]—aveydu. aaa.) 
modal. definition of the évdicadSa: of the last two. virtues, informing us 


how the required appropriation of them is to manifest itself in active con- 


duct: so that ye, ete. This conduct is conceived as developing itself in. 
and with the completion of the required édicaoSe; hence aveyduevor 
éaaga. is. not to be regarded as only “ loosely appended” (Hofmann) to 

paxpodt.—kai  yapifdueror «.7.4,] for the endurance (comp. Eph. iv. 2) is to 
advance to positive forgiveness, and not. to remain a mere passive attitude. 


Observe here the alternation of dAAjAav (one the other) and éavroig. (your- 


selves cach other); the latter is used, because to the yapifeoba: of the Chris- 


‘Hans, which they are to show to themselves mutually, there is proposed. as 
pattern the yapierda which they have. experienced from above, from 


Christ. Comp. Kiithner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 20.—poupiv] blame, reproach, 
only here in the N.T., not found at all in the Apocrypha and LXX., but 


“very common in the classics, especially the poets, also with éye», to find 
- fault with something,—xafo¢ nai «7A.] The duty of the yapifectac gavr. 


is so. essentially Christian and important, ‘that Paul goes on further to 


~ hold up before the readers the great motive and incitement. for its fulfill- 


ment, namely, the forgiveness which they themselves have experienced, 


‘which Christ (6 xbpuoc, see the critical remarks) has bestowed upon them. 


Comp. Eph. iv. 32, where, however, the principal subject of the yapiecbar 


- isindicated, namely, God (comp. ii. 18), who has pardoned in Christ. To 


the expression in our passage—and a consideration of the circumstances 
of the Colossian. church naturally prompted the emphasizing of the 
merit.of Ch: fst “cofepeponns the frequent % xapic Tob Kupion mipiov, Rom, 


: xvi. 20,24; 1 Cor. xvi. 235 2 Cor. vill. 9, xl. 9, xiii. 13; Gal. 1.6; vie 18; 






See pean ‘Tittmann, Ens. uo ff. : et 178, and Schneidewin in fees siete Isthan 


es él. 
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Phil. iv. 23. There is no trace here of “an advanced Christology ” 
(Holtzmann). The divine pardon obtained for us by Christ in His work 
of atonement (Rom. vy. 6 f,, 15), and. continuously procured through His 
intercession (Rom. viii. 3-4), is in so far His (in the sense that He is the 
pardoning subject) as He is the procurer, bearer, and accomplisher of the 
divine grace (Eph. ii. 16; Col. i.19 f£), and God's love is His love (Rom. 
vill, 85, 89; Eph. iii. 19; Rom. v. 7 f.). The pardon received from 
Christ, however, binds us by moral necessity (Matt. xvili. 33; and gen-~ 
erally, Rom. viii. 9) to forgive also upon our side ;—anything beyond 
this, namely, what is contained in Matt. vi. 12, as de Wette thinks, is not 
conveyed in the words, but results as a consequence.—«al ipeic] se. xapi- 
fiuevoe. The context suggests this, and not the imperative; hence the 
orderly connection is not broken, and the whole verse contains accom- 
panying participial definitions, after which, in ver. 14, the discourse con- 
tinues uninterrupted.—Respecting the double «at of the comparison, see 
on Rom. i. 13.—It is to be observed, moreover, that «afc refers only to 
the pardon itself, and does not concern the service by which Christ has 
procured the pardon, the death, namely, which the Christian’ ought to be 
ready to undergo for the brethren, John xiii. 84, as Chrysostom, Theophy- 
lact, and others think, but which would be here an irrelevant ¢mportation. 
Ver. 14. In addition to all this, however, put on love, by which Christian 
perfection is knit. In making 7. aydry dependent on érdicacfe, Paul 
abides by his figure: becoming added (Ktihner, IT. 1, p. 488) to all those 
virtues (regarded as garments), love is to be put on like an upper gar- 
ment embracing all, because love brings it about, that the moral perfec- 
tion is established in its organic unity as an integral whole. Thus love is 
the bond of Christian perfection, its ovrderidy dpyavov ; without love, all the 
individual virtues, which belong in themselves to that perfection, would 
- not unite together into that necessary harmonious entirety, in which per- 
fection consists. Not as if the latter were already existent without love (as 
Schenkel objects to this view), but love is the cbvdeopo¢ constituting its per- 
fection; apart from love there is no tedAedéry¢, which has its conditio sine 
qua non only in the inclusion of its other factors in love; how love ac- 
complishes this, no one has better shown than Paul himself in 1 Cor. xiii+ 
Nor is it as if the genitive would necessarily be a plurality (as Hofmann 
objects); on the contrary, the reAedry¢ according to its nature and to the 
context is a collective idea, with which the conception of a civdeouoe well 
corresponds. It might, moreover, occasion surprise, that love, which is 
withal the principle and presupposition of the virtues enumerated, is 
mentioned last, and described as being added; but this was rendered 
necessary by the figurative representation, because love, from its nature, 
in so far as it includes in principle the collective virtues and comprehends 
them in itself, necessarily had assigned to it inthe figure of putting on 
garments the place of the upper garment, so that Paul rightly proceeds in 
his description from the under garments to the upper one which holds 


1Comp. Clem. Cor. I. 49 f, 
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all the others together, and with whose function love corresponds. Ac- 
cordingly the absolute 7 ¢yéry is not to be taken in any other sense than 
the general and habitual one of Christian brotherly love G. 8, 11.2; 1 Cor. 
~xiii.; Phil. i. 9); nor yet in any sort of reference limiting it te special 
qualities, ¢. g.as by de Wette: “as active, beneficent, perfecting love.”—é 
(see the critical remarks), which, namely love, conceived of as neuter, as 
in our “thats.” Comp. on é& 0b, 1i,.19.—obvdeauog tie reAedr.] bond. of 
perfection, t.e. what binds together the Christian moral perfection into 
the totality of its nature, ouvvdcoveter, Polyb. iii. 42.8; Evrdei cai Evurdéxes, 
Plat. Polit. p. 809 B.! The genitive, which is that of the oject,.denotes 
Gt is otherwise in Eph. iv. 3; comp. Acts vili. 23; LXX. Isa. lviii. 6) 
that which is held together by the bond? Taken as the genitive of 
quality, it would yield the adjective sense: the perfect bond, “animos sc. — 
conjungens,” Grotius. So also Erasmus, Vatablus, Calovius, Estius, Wolf, 
Michaelis, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and others. But how arbitrary this would 
‘be in itself, and especially in. view of the fact that, in the event ofr. 
tedeér, being disposed of as an adjective, the more precise definition of 
oivdeczoc Would have to be gratuitously introduced! Taken as the genitivus 
causae (Schenkel), it would not correspond with the figure, though it is in 
. substance correct that that, which as a bond envelopes perfection, only 
‘thereby brings about its existence (comp. above). According to Huther, 
the sense is: “by man’s putting on love he is girt with perfection; who- 
soever lives in love is perfect.” Thus the genitive would have to be con- 
- ceived as genitive of apposition, which would yield an incongruous analy- 
sis of the figure, induced by the opinion that 6 does not refer to the 
» dydry itself, but to the évdicacfa: tiv ayarqv§ According to Hofmann 
_(comp. Ellicott), the genitive is ‘meant to be that of the sudje¢, and the 
tedecétnc is to indicate the completeness of the Christian. state, of which 
love is the bond, inasmuch as it binds Christians toyetner among themselves, 
wherever that. conypleteness. ecists (John xiii. 85). This is erroneous; for if 
in some curious fashion the abstract 7 reAedra¢ (consequently an agere-- 
gate of attributes) were to be the acting subject, which makes use of love 
as a bond (consequently for the purpose of binding), yet the Christians 
among themselves could not be conceived as the object of that binding, 
but only the wavra raira in accordance with the immediate context (i? 
maot dé robtoc). The apostle would have been able to express the tenor 
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girdle, as Clerieus, Ewald, and Schenkel make 


itdo. But to that view the..évéscacde to. be: 
supplied would be contextually less: stitable 


(comp. Eph, vi. 14) >. while after what has gone 
_ before the reader would most naturally think. 
~ of love 
re girdle, “which: holds. together 
. 6fforts towards perfection” (Ewald). Besides, . 
it would: not at all be easy-to see why Paul 


e-simply asa garment, and not as the. 
r.all individual 


should not have used the definite word sav 


on instead of shies ; 








‘CHAP, mr, 15. aioe Bel 


of thought forced upon him by Hofmann simply and clearly by some 
such phrase as.6 (or éc, or #ric) gore civdsopuoc Tév év XpiotG redeioy (comp. 


. 


i. 28). Others take it as the sum of perfection. .So Bengel, Zachariae, 
Usteri, Bohmer, Steiger, de Wette, Olshausen (inasmuch as it compre- 
hends in itselfbears, as it were, bound up in itself—all the individual 

aspects of the perfect life, all virtues’). Comp. on the subject-matter, 
Rom. xiii, 10. This explanation cannot be justified linguistically (not 
even by Simplic, Hpictet. p. 208, according to which the Pythagorcans 
termed friendship: civdecuov racdy rev dpetav, %. e. the bond which knits 


~ all the virtues tog gether), unless we take civdecuog in the sense of a bundle, 


as Herodian uses it, iv. 12.11 (wavra riv obrdecpor tov éivtero2.av), which, 


_ however, even apart from the singular form of the conception in itself, 


would be unsuitable to the context, since love is to be added to all the 
previously enumerated elements of perfection, and may therefore well 


be termed the bond that holds them together, but not their bundle, not 


the sum of them. The word civdesuoe itself, which except in our two 
parallel epistles does not occur in Paul's writings, is too hastily assigned. 
by Holtamann “to the range of language of the Auctor ad Ephesios.” | As if 
we had the whole linguistic range of the copious apostle in the few 
epistles which bear his name! Indeed, even éai maior d8 robroe. (comp. 
Eph. vi. 16) is alleged to betray the auctor in question —In opposition to 
the Catholic use of our passage to support the justificutio operum, it is 
enough to observe that the entire exhortation has justification 4s its pre- 
supposition (ver. 12), and concerns the moral life of those who are already 
justified. Irrelevantly, however, it is urged in the Apol. Conf. Aug. 8, p. 
104 f. (comp. Calovius and others), in opposition to the Catholics, that 


-reastérne is the integritas ecclesiae, and that through love the church is kept 


in harmony, as Erasmus, Melanchthon, and others also explained it. 

Ver. 15. All these virtues, however, along with the love which binds 
them together, must have their deep living foundation in the peace of 
Christ; which reigns in the heart, and their abiding incitement in gratitude 
towards God for the salvation received in Christ. . Hence now the further 


-summons—appended by the simple sei—to the readers, to let that peace 


reign in their hearts and to be thankful. The eipivy rod Xpiorod is the holy 
satisfaction of mind wrought by Christ through the Spirit, the blessed inner 
rest, of which the atonement and justification appropriated in faith (Rom. 
v. 1) are the presupposition and condition. See on Phil.iv.7. Comp. 


‘Luther, Bengel, and others, including Flatt, Bahr, Olshausen, Huther, de 


Wette, Baumgarten- Gracin, Ewald, Bleek, Hofmann. To understand 
the peace of mutual concord (the Greek Fathers, Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, 


‘Calovius, and many others, also. Reiche, Comm. Crit. p. 297), is less in 


accordance with the universality of the connection, which here descends 


to the deepest ground of the Christian life in the heart; and besides; the 


concord in quéstion already follows of itself on the virtues recommended. 


Moreover, there is implied in Apa. tpe determining and regulating power, 


_ the supreme authority, which the peace of Christ is to have.in the Christian 


heart, which suits most fully the above interpretation alone —Boopievtra] ; 
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Bpvipelice only found. here in the N. tT, but as little un-Pauline as carafpap. 
in i. 18 (in opposition to Holtzmann); ; it means primarily: te arrange and 


' conduct the contest (Wisd. x.12, and Grimm in loc.); then: to confer the prize 


of victory, to be BpaBetc, i. es umpire (Plut. Mor. p. 960 A; Diod. Sic. xiii. 
53); finally: to govern® gener ‘ally? Considering its very frequent occur- 
rence in the latter sense, and its appropriateness in that sense to év r. xapd, 


tu, and seeing that any reference to the Messianic SpaBeior (comp. ii. 18) 


is foreign to the context, the majority of modern expositors have rightly 
interpreted it: the peace of Christ must rude, govern in your hearts. The 


- conception involves the superintending, arranging, and administering 
activity, and that in supreme deciding competence (comp, Ewald and Hof- 


mann), as it ought to be exercised by the cipjvy r. X. in the heart, quite 
like the German verfiigen [to dispose of]. Bremi says aptly, ad Dem. (Ql. p. 
179, Goth.: it is not simply equivalent to doweiv, “sed pleno jure et ex 


-arbitrio. dvoueiv.” .Chrysostom and. his followers have. retained the mean-: 
ing: to confer the prize of victory, but with ideas introduced to which 
nothing in the text points Comp. also Erasmus, Vatablus, and Calvin, 


who, however, explain it erroneously: palmam ferat. Grotius: “ddjucdicet, 
nempe si quid est inter vos controversum.” So also, substantially, Ham- 
mond, Kypke, and others; similarly, Melanchthon: “ gubernet omnia cer- 


tamina.” Comp. Bpapebev tp (Plut. Rom. 9) and the like® But. the con- 


text points to deeper matters than disputes, upon which the. peace. of 


Christ in the heart is to decide.—eic jv «. éxd. «.7.2.] argumentative, sup- 


porting the exhortation just uttered; for which ye also (kai expressing the 
corresponding relation) were called, etc.; stg gv, in behalf of which, i. e. to 
possess which peace, is not the final aim of the calling, which is rather 
participation in the Messianic kingdom, but a mediate aim. Comp. 1 Pet. 


ii 21—iv &l neti not instead of ele év cdua (Grotius, Flatt, and many 


others); nor yet: “as growing to be members of a single body” (Hof- 
mann, gratuitously importing), but (comp. Ellicott and Bleek) as the result 


Of ékAg8gre, announcing the relation of fellowship, into which the indivi- 


duals are translated through their calling, and in which they now jind 
themselves continuously. This abiding condition was the predominant con- 


ception; hence the pregnancy of the expression (Kiihner, II. 1, p. 469); so 
that ye are in one body, namely, as its members. The élement of unity, 
added with emphasis, and that quite in Pauline form (Rom. xii. 5; 1 Cor. 
x. 17; in opposition to Holtzmann), stands in appropriate reference to 
oe a pends requirement. To have become by the calling one body with 
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CHAP. 1. 16. 6-863. 
those who share in that calling, and yet not to let the holy moral dis- 
position, for the sake of which we are called, be the common ruling 
power of life—what a contradiction! In that ease there would be want- 
ing to the é caua the iv mvetwa accordant with the calling (Eph. iv. 4; 1 
Cor. xii. 18)—The mention of this calling—the great. blessing which makes’ 
everything, that is at variance with what has hitherto been demanded 
(ver. 12 ff.), appear as ingratitude towards God—induces the apostle to add 
still further the highest: motive of all for every Christian virtue (comp. il. ’ 
7, i. 12): «. ebydpioroe yiveoSe: and become ye thankful (comp. on Eph. iv, 
82); in which the yiveote (not equivalent to éoré) requires the constant 
striving after this exalted aim as something not yet attained; comp. e. g. 
John xv. 8 It was nothing but a misconception of that inner connection 
and of this significance of yireads, which led to the taking ebydp. as-ama- 
biles, friendly, and the like (comp. Eph. iv. 82; Prov. xi. 15).) The lin- 
* guistic use of ebydpioroc in this sense’in the classical writers is well known. 
(Xen. Cyr. i. 2.1, Oce, v. 10), but equally so is also its use in the sense of 
thankful (Xen. Cyr. vii. 3. 49; Herodian, ii. 3. 14; Diod. Sic. xviii. 28); 
and the N. T., in which, moreover, the adjective is nowhere else found, 
has, like the Apocrypha, etyapioreiv and ebyaproria only in the latter signi- 
fication (comp. ver. 17), the reference of which in our passage to God after 
elg fv x. én. (it is God who calls) is self-evident, but not Gn opposition 
to Grotius and Calovius) the mutua gratitude. The ascription of the words 
K. ebydp. yiv. to the interpolator, who is also supposed to have inserted é» 
ehyapiotia in iv. 2 (Holtzmann), is destitute of ground either in the language © 
or in the matter of the passage. It is not at-all easy to see why edydpiorog - 
_ should be “as un-Pauline as ebom2ayyvoc in Eph. iv. 382.” | . 
- Ver. 16 £ The series of exhortations begun in ver. 12 is now closed,? and 
Paul proceeds to give, before going on in ver. 18 to the duties of particular 
callings, an encouraging allusion to the Christian means of grace for further- 
ing the common life of piety, namely, the word of Christ.. This ought to 
dwell richly among theth, so that they might by means of its operation 
(1) instruct and admonish each other in all wisdom with. psalms, ete.; (2) by 
the divine grace sing to God in their hearts ; and (8) let all that they do, in 
word or deed, be done in the name of Jesus with thanksgiving to God. | 
Accordingly, the previous paraenesis by no means ends in a “ loose aggre- 
gation” (as Hofmann. objects), but in a well-weighed, steadily-progressive, 
and connected conclusion on the basis.of the Adyo¢ of Christ® placed at the 








1$0 Jerome, Erasmus (notin the Parapar.), 
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- Lapide, Wolf, Krebs, and many others, inelud- 
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. Lachmann and Steiger have put 6 Adyos 
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tion. : Lk 
This applies also in opposition to Holtz- 


mann, p. 64 f., who finds in ver. 16 an echo of 
Eph. v. 19, whieh at the same time interrupts 
the entire connection, and presents some- 
thing un-Pauline almost in every word (p. 
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very beginning. Necording to Hofmann, ver. 16 f. is only mearit to be an 
amplifiestion of the ebydpeoro yiveode in ver. 15. This would be a dispro- 
portionate amplification—especially as eby. yiv. is not the leading thought 
- in the foregoing—and could only be plausibly upheld by misinterpretations 
in the det. tails; see below,—é Adyog 7. Xpiorod] i.e. the gospel. The genitive 
is that of the subject ; Christ causes it to be proclaimed, He Himself speaks 
in the proclaimers (2 Cor. xiii. 8), and has revealed it specially to Paul 
(Gal. iv. 11 £.); itis His word. Comp..1 Thess. i. 8, iv. 15; 2 Thess, iii. 1; 
Heb. vi.l. The designation of it, according to its. principal author: 6 4, 
Tov Geov, is more current.—évoneiro gv tpiv.] [XXXVUI d.| not: among 
you (Luther and many others), which would not be in keeping with the 
conception of éadwelling; nor yet: in animis vestris (Theodoret, Melanch- 
thon, Beza, Zanchius, and others, including Flatt, Bohmer, and Olshausen), © 
so that the indwelling which depends on knowledge and Jutth would be 
meant, since the subsequent modal definition is of an oral nature: but in 
you, te. in your church, the dusic, as. 2 whole, being compared to a house, in 
which the word has the seat of its abiding operation and rule (comp. 
Rom. viii. 11;°2 Tim. i. 5).—zdougiwc] in ample measure. In proportion as 
the gospel is recognized much or little in a church as the common living 
source and contents of mutual imstruction, quickening, discipline, and 
edification, its dwelling there is quantitatively various.. De Wette explains 
it, not comprehensively enough, in accordance with what follows: “so 
that many come forward as teachers, and often.” — In another way Hof- 
mann limits it arbitrarily: the letting the word of Christ dwell richly in 
~ them is conceived as an act of gratitude. Tow easy it would have been for 
Paul to have indicated this inteligibly! But the new point which. he 
wishes to urge upon his readers, namely, to let the divinely-powerful means 
of Christian life dwell richly in them, is placed by him without any link of | 
~ connection, and independently, at the head of his closing exhortation.— 
. The following év -rdoy .... 70 Oe is the modal definition of the foregoing : 
so that ye, etce.; construction according to the logical subject, as in ii, 2— 
év wday cogia.] Since what precedes has its defining epithet in wAovelwc, and 
that with all the emphasis of the adverb put at the end, and since, more- 
over, the symmetry.of the following participial clauses, each of which 
‘begins with é (év rdey copia... év Tt. ydpurt), ought not to be abandoned 
‘without: some special reason, the év'r. og. is to be referred to what follows, 
and not.to what. precedes? Comp. i. 28. Jevery sort of (Christian) wisdom 
is to be active in the mutual instruction and admonition. Regarding the 
‘details, see on: i. 28.—éavroic| mutually, among yourselves, comp. ver. 13.— 
apadpoic Kr... [XXAVUIT e.] modal definition of the mutual diddexew and 
- poviereiv, which are to take place by means of (see. below, év xdp. Sdovrec 
‘«.7.2.) psalms, ete. It is all the more arbitrary to refer it merely to vovder. 
(de Wette), coins that the position of. éaurobc binds: the two Participles 
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together, and seeing that inspired songs by no means exclude a doctrinal — 
purport. The conceivableness ofa didactic activity in mutual singing (in 
opposition to Schenkel and Hofmann), and that without confounding 
things radically different, is still clearly enough recognizable in many of 
our best church songs, especially in those born of the fresh spirit of the 
teformation.. Storr and Flatt, Schenkel and Hofmann join the words ee J 
with ddovrec, although the latter has already a definition both before and 
after it, and although one does not say tadpoic n.7.A., ede (dative), but par- 
wove 7.4, (accusative). The dative of the instrument with gew would be 
appropriate, if it had along with it an accusative of the object praised (as 
e.g. Bur. Ion. 1091). See, moreover, on Eph. v.19. Concerning the dis- 
tinction between paduoi (religious songs after the manner of the. Psalms 
of the O. 'T., td be regarded partly as Christian songs already in use, partly : 
as improvised effusions, 1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26) and tivo: (songs of praise), to . 
both of which gai. rveyariai (4. e. songs inspired by the Holy Spirit) are 
then added as the general category? see on Eph. v. 19. Observe, more- 
over, that Paul is here also (comp. Eph. Lc.) speaking not of divine worship 
in the proper sense of the term, since the teaching and admonition in 
question are required from the readers generally and mutually, and that as 
a proof of their abundant possession of the word of Christ, but rather of 
the communication one with another in religious intercourse (e.g. at meals, in 
the agapxe and other meetings, in family circles, etc.).—in which enthusi- 
asm minkes the fullness of the heart. pass from mouth to mouth, and 
brotherly instruction and admonition thus find expression in the higher 
form of psalms, ete., whether these may haye been songs already well 
_ known, or extemporized according to the peculiar character and produc- 
tive capacity of the individual enthusiasm, whether they may have been 
sung by individuals alone (especially if they were improvised), or chorally, 
or in the form of alternating chants (Plin. Zp. x. 97). How common Oe 
religious singing was in the ancient church, even apart from divine ser- 
vice proper, may be seen in Suicer, Thes. IT. p. 1568 f. ‘The existence of 
a multitude of rhythmic songs, composed a7’ apyij¢ by Christians, is 
attested by Eus. H. #2. ii. 17, v. 28. Regarding singing in the agapae, see 
Tertullian, Apol. 39: “post aquam manualem et lumina, ut quisque de 
scripturis sanctis vel proprio ingenio potest, provocatur in medium Deo, 
-eanere.” * The asyndelic (see the critical remarks) juxtaposition of padp., 
iuv., and gdaig rv. renders the discourse more urgent and animated.—éy 
rh xédpire dovreg «.7.2.] is commonly regarded as subordinate to what goes 
before; as'if Paul would say: the heart also is to take part in their singing, 
oby drhog Ta orduats, GA év th Kwapdia, 6 tote werd epocoxyc, Theophylact. 





LAs in Ex, xiv. 32; Plat. Symp. 197 E, Rep. songs; (8) songs sung in the house and at 


; p. 888 D, and in all Greek authors. work. 
-%Many arbitrary more special distinctions 3This applies also in opposition to Holtz. 
“‘ara-to- be found in expositors.. See Bahr, mann, who discovers here.and in’ Eph. v. 19 
* Bren Steiger distinguishes, them very pre- an diceuly far advanced stage of worship, 
cariously into. (1). songs accompanied. by -. 4S8ee generally, oe Denkw. Ihe pe 
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But Paul himself has not in the least expressed any such contrasting refer- 
ence; and how superfluous, nay, even inappropriate, would such an 
injunction be, seeing that the deddoxev and vovfereiy takes place in fact by 
“the yarpor 1:7.4.; and this is to be the outcome of the abundant indwelling 
of the gospel; and seeing, further, that there is no mention at all of a 
stated common worship (where, possibly, lip-service might intrude), but, 
on the contrary, of mutual edifying intercourse! The entire view is 
based upon the unfounded supposition of a degeneracy of worship in the 
apostolic age, which, even though it were true in itself, would be totally 
inapplicable here. Moreover, we should expect the idea, that the sing- 
- ing is to be the expression of the emotion of the heart, to be represented 

not by é 7. xapé., but by é tév. apd. (comp. 2 Tim. ii. 22; Matt. xii. 84) 
or dxdt. «. Comp, Wisd. viii. 21, also classical expressions like é gpevdc 
and the like. No, the participial clause is co-ordinate with the preceding 
one (as also at Eph. v. 19, see tn loc.), and conveys—after the audible 
singing for the purpose of teaching and admonition, to be done matually 
—as a further element of the pious life in virtue of the rich indwelling of 
‘the word of Christ, the still singing of the heart, which each one must offer 
to God for himself inwardly; 1. e. the silent praising of God, which be- 
longs to sel&edification in the inner man. Chrysostom already indicates 
this view, but mixes it up, notwithstanding, with the usual one; Theo- 
 phylact quotes it as another (d42ec), giving to it, moreover, the inappro- 
priate antithesis: xi mpi éxidecEa, but adding with. Chrysostom the cor- 


rect illustration: xiv yap é ayopt te, divaca, card ceavrov gdew ppdevde — 
 axobovroc. Bengel well describes the two parallel definitions éy méoy cogta 


“eta. and vy ydpere xt.A. as distributio of the miovcing, and that mutuo et 
seorsim.—év 7H ydpite] does not belong to ¢daice mrevu. (Luther: “with 
spiritual pleasant songs,” also Calvin), but. to. @dovreg as the parallel ele- 
~ ment to év xdon codig. In the same way, namely, as the teaching and 
admonition above mentioned are to take place by means of every, wisdom, 
which communicates and operates outwardly through them, so the still 
singing of the heart now spoken of is to take place by means of the divine 
grace, which stirs and moves and impels men’s minds,—a more precise 
definition, which is so far from being useless and idle (as Hofmann 
objects), that it, on the contrary, excludes everything that is selfish, vain, 
fanatical, and the like. Chrysostom. says. rig ghtly.: ard rie ydpirog tod 
mrebuaroc, pyoiv, adovrec K.t.A.; comp. Oecumenius: da tie rapa tod dyiov 
_mvebuarog dolla, yapiroc, also Estius and Steiger. Hofmann’s view is 
“erroneous: that. aden év reve means to sing of something, thus making the 
grace experienced the subject-matter of the songs. This it does not mean 
even in the LXX. Ps. exxxviii. 5, where 3 is taken in a local sense 
The subject-matter of the singmg would have been expressed by an aécu- 
sative js pip dewde), OF with. ec? _Tnappropriate as to sense (since the 


TAs in the. Vulgate, aa ty Tuttier: so. tolerable sense, but that it is foreign to the 

.\ Nevertheless, Holtzmann, .p.164, adopts ~ _ Unguistic usage of. Paul (no, it is foreign to 

the linguistically quite incorrect explanation. : S call gets Susie usage). 
‘of Pofmann: he Oaks that it alanis yields a eae 
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discourse concerns singing in the heart) is the view of others: with grace- 
fulness! Even though the singing in publie worship were spoken of, the 
injunction to sing gracefully, and especially with the emphasis of being 
placed first, would touch on too singular an element. Anselm, and in 
more modern times BUhmer, Huther, de Wette, and Bleek take it: with 
thankfulness, in. which case the article, which Bleek rejects (see the critical 
remarks); would denote not the gratitude already required in ver. 15 (so 
Huther), but that which is due. But the summons. to general thanks- 
giving towards God (in ver. 15, grateful conduct was meant by shydp. yiv.) 
only follows in ver. 17; and inasmuch as the interpretation which takes 
it of the divine grace is highly suitable both to the connection and to the 
use of the article (which sets forth the yépec as a conception formady set. 
_ apart), and places an admirably characteristic element in the foreground, 
there is no reason for assuming here a call to thanksgiving.—As éy tai¢ 
caps. tu. was contrasted with the preceding oral singing, so is 7@ Os@ 
- contrasted with the destination for others; the still heart-singer sings to 
God. It is just for this reason that the otherwise superfluous 76 Ged is” 
added. Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 28. 
Ver. 17. The apostle having announced in ver. 16 the first way in which 
the abundant indwelling of the word of Christ must manifest itself by év 
naon oogia SwWdcKovres . .. Tvevparuvoic, And having set forth as the second the 
éy TH ydpire adovrec x.7.4., now adds the third, and that, indeed, as one 
embracing the entire conduct of life; the «ai, and, attaches it to the: 
two participial clauses in ver. 16, not, however, introducing another 
participial mode of expression conformed to the foregoing, but leading 
over, through the verb to be supplied, into the direct form of discourse : 
. And whatsoever ye do by word or by work, do all in the nuine of Jesus... The 
wav 6, Te dy ore... épyy is the absolute nominative, placed at the begin- 
~ ning with rhetorical emphasis, and syntactically independent?—év Adyo 7 
év épyw] Comp. Aesch. Prom, 659: ri ypy dpévi’ 7 Aéyovra dainoow. xpadcoew 
gida. See PHlugk, ad Hur. Hee. 3738: “ Dictis factisque omnis continetur 
actio.” For instances of Adyoo and épyor associated in that order and 
conversely, see Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 3.6; Lobeck, Paral. p. 64 
{.—révra] again emphatically prefixed, not, however, taking up again the 
previous wav, but rather: in the case of everything which is done by word 
or deed, all is to take place in the name of Jesus; no, element of the 
doing is to be out of this sphere! The imperative oceire is to be supplied 
from the context. Comp. on Eph. vy. 21.—év dvéu.] Not: with invocation 
of (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Melanchthon, and others), 
but: so that the name is the holy moral element, in which the action | 


* 
180 Theophylact (who, however, permits a. | 28ee Kithner, IT. 1, p. 49; Winer, p. 531 [E. 
choice between this and the true explana- © T. 874]. 
tion), Erasmus, luther, Melanchthon, (“sine 3Paul, as is well known, is fond of placing 


confusions, evoxnydvws”), Castalio, Calvin, — close beside each other different forms of was 
Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Cornelius a Lapide, — with different references.. See Wilke, Rhetor, . 
’Weistein, Bengel, and others, mcluding Bahr, _- p.-381; comp. also on Phil. iy. 12. eas 
‘Baumgarten-Crusius, Schenkel, Reiche. es 
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proceeds, ‘}nasmuch: namely, as ‘this’ name, as tha sum of “ane faith which 
moulds the new life, fills the consciousness, and gives to the action its 
“specific Christian quality and consecration. "Ey Xpiorg@ ‘Iycov would not 
- be substantially different. Comp. on Eph. v.20; Phil. it 10; John xiv, 
18. “Illum sapiat, illum sonet, illum spiret omnis vestra vita,” Erasmus. 
The ideal. character of the requirement is misapprehended, when, with 
Cornelius a Lapide, it is lowered to a mere consilium. See, on the con- 
trary, Calovius.—ebyap. 7H O20 «7.4 [XXXVITD f] accompanying 
definition : whilst ye at the same time give thunks, etc. 
in ii. 7, iv..2, i, 12; Phil. iv. 6. In the apostle’s view, there belongs 
essentially to the: devoutness of Christian He the selfexpressing piety of 
thankfulness for all Christian bliss, in the consciousness, assurance, and 
experience of which one does everything in the name of Jesus. Since 
evyap. denotes thanksgiving, Grotius ought not to have taken the participle 
ina declaratory sense (“quid sitin nomine Christi omnia facere et loqui”); 
a misinterpretation, which Hofmann» rightly rejects, but substitutes 
another explanation which neglects the verbal import of etyapioreiv : 
namely, that Paul declares the doing here required to be a thanksgiving, ete., 
doing, which is practical thanks. Ebyapireiy is never in the N. T. 
equivalent to ydpe arodotva, gratias referre—narpi] Father of Jesus.—d’ 
airot] For Jesus, as the personal historical mediator of Messianic bliss 
through the work of atonement, is therewith for the Christian conscious- 
ness the mediator of thanksgiving; He it is, through whose benefit the Chris- 
tian can and does give thanks. Comp. Rom. i. 8, vii. 25, al. Hence in Eph. 
v.20: by dvduare nr.4, Both the thought and expression were so habitually 
in use and belonged so essentially to the circumstances of the case, that 
the hypothesis ofa contrast to the mediation of angels (Theodoret, Bengel, 
and many others, including Bahr) is unfounded, more hg a seeing 
that the entire context has no polemical reference. 

Ver.18 to iv. 14 [On Vy. 18-25, see Note XX XIX. page 876.] In- 
structions for the different portions of the household. [XXXLX a] Why 
~ Paul should have given to the churches such a table of household rules 

“only in this Epistle and in that to the Ephesians (comp. also 1 Tim, and 
Tit.) must be left wholly undecided (Chrysostom. exhausts himself in 
conjectures). They are not polemical; but possibly, in the presence of a 
theosophico-ascetic atmosphere, the practical rules of healthy domestic 

“life seemed to him the more seasonable. ‘They do not contain traces of a 
later development of chureh- life (Holtzmann),.. The circumstance that 
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Comp. é ebyapioria 


siufticténtly fi familiar to Paul fina tt the LXX,. 
(Ps. Hii..5) and otherwise (Lobeck, ad Phry YN 
p- 621), and have been used by him-in the two 


4 This domestic code is held. by Polen 
to be-an insertion of the interpolator from 
Eph.v, 2l-vi Oe “He groundiessly questions 





the genuineness of the expressions evdpecros, 
adicety, epedigery, i ladys, To Sixatov, axhorys THs 


_ kapdias, and even appeals to the use of dvépa-' 


woperkos, : avrdmddoats, and the formula TO 


kupty Xpurrg Sovdevew as direct. evidence 
against its Pauline origin. Might not, how-. 
‘ever, the wore avOpwmdpeckos have been. 


“parallel epistles? Is not dvramdéoors a term, 


in general use since Thucydides? — Is not “to 


_ serve the Lord Christ” a Pauline idea,and even 
* (comp, Rom. xvi.18) literal expression? The 
. danger of a petitio principtt only too easily 
_ steals upon even the cautions and sober critia 
_ insuch points of detail. He finds what he seeks... 
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the precepts for the several forms of domestic society uniformly (vv. 18, 
20, 22 ff.) begin with the subordinate party, as also at Eph. v. 21 ff, is to be 
regarded as having occurred without any set purpose; the idea of obedience 
was primarily present to the writer’s mind. If Paul’s aim had been to 
counteract the abuse of Christian freedom and equality, or in other words, - 
perverse desires for emancipation, he would not have considered so 
weighty a purpose sufficiently met by the mere mode of arrangement, 
but would have entered upon the matter itself (in opposition to Huther 
and de Wette); and this we should have to assume that he would have 
done also in the event of his having had in view an attitude of resistance 
on the part of those bound to obedience as the thing most to be feared (in 
opposition to Hofmann). Just as much might such an attitude be a thing 
to be feared from the stronger party. Respecting the noméinatives in the 
address, see especially Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 172 A.—oe dvixer] not 
the perfect (with present signification), as Huther thinks and Bleek does 
not, disapprove, but the imperfect, which has its logical reference in the éy 
kupiw to be connected with it: as was fitting in the Lord, 1.6. a8 was becom- 
ing in the relation of the év Xpeor@ eivac (Philem. 8), as was appropriate to 
the Christian state, but had not yet been in this way realized. The 
imperfect (comp. Acts xxii. 22) denotes, therefore, as also in xp#v and éde, 
the incomplete condition, which extends even into the present. We 
are not to think of an omission of av; see Kiithner, lc. The connection 
of év Kxupim with tréraccecfe (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Estius, Rosen- 
miller, Hofmann, and others)—in which case Hofmann imparts into d¢ 
 dvixev the abstract idea: as was already in itself fitting—is opposed by the 
position of the words themselves, as well as by the parallel in ver. 20: 
ebdpeotoy otiv év Kuopio. : 

Ver. 19. Comp. Eph. v. 25 ff, where this love is admirably characterized 
according to its specifically Christian nature—z«paiverte] become not 
embittered, description of a spitefully cross tone and treatment? 

Ver. 20 £ Comp. Eph. vi. 1-4, where likewise is given a characteristic 
development in fuller detail of what. is here only succinctly stated—xara 
ravra not to be restricted; for Paul is quoting the rule, that which holds 
good principaliter in the relation of children, while possible exceptional 
eases obviously come under the principle of obeying God rather than man 
(Oecumentus : dixa Tay sic aoéBeray depévrwv). Comp. Eph. v. 24.—ebipeordy 
éorw év xypiy] In connection with this reading (see the critical remarks), 
to supply 7 Qe to eddp. is arbitrary (in opposition to de Wette and 
Baumgarten- oe) since this is not suggested by the context as in 
Rom. xii. 1, 2; nor is év «pio to be taken as instead of the dative (Flatt, 
Bihr, Bleek), or in the sense: coram Domino (Béhmer), but rather as in 
ver. 18. We'have to leave ebép. without any other more precise definition. 


iSee Kiihner, It. 1 p. 176 f; Beonhardy, p - Mos. 11. p. 135. Comp. mpas Sarciobar apes 
873. Similarly, . Winer, -p. 254 {B. T. 270]. . ria, Polyb. iv. 14.1; LXX. Ex. xvi. 20; Ruth’ 
Comp. also Buttmann, p. 187 [E. 'T. a 4 20; 8 Esdr, iv. 31; @emupacrecbat run, 


. £Plat. Legg. v. p. Bl D; Dem. 1464. 18: pajre Herod. ¥. 62, 2 ey 
mtepaiver Oar wire penoicacety, Philo, Vibe ls et et : 
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than what is contained 3 in ép - Kvp., so that it is aimed of childlike 
_ obedience, that it is well-pleasing, and that indeed not in a worldly fashion 
apart from Christ, oi« amd tio gtoewg pdvyg (Chrysostom), but in a definite 
Christian character; consequently the Christian ethical beauty, in which 
the dixaov (Eph. vii) of that virtue manifests itself. Comp. xpoagiay in 
Phil. iv. 8. It would be a perfectly. groundless violence to couple, with 
Hofmann, év xpio with traxotere 7. y. x. m., notwithstanding the gine 
which is introduced by yap. —Ver. 21. ot seatepee| they, and not the mothers, 
are addressed as: holding the government of the household, also. in 
reference to education. Comp.on Eph. vi. 4—épeiere] [XX XTX b.] 
. irritate, very frequent in the classics and LXX., especially in connection 
with anger, as here (comp. Eph. vi. 4). This irritation takes place through 
unjust or over-severe (éorly brov Kai ovyyopeiv dgeldere, Chrysostom) treat- 
ment, which the child, provoked thereby to anger, must bear without 
being able to get satisfaction for its injured sense of justice ; whereby it. 
becomes liable to a spiritless and sullen, and therefore immoral, resig- 
nation, a despair paralyzing all moral power of will; hence ive pi adupdom, 
This verb is only found here in the N.'T., but frequently in LXX., also 
Judith vii. 22; 1 Mace. iv. 27; and in classic writers from the time of 
Thucydides (v. 91.1, vil. 21, al). Its opposite is dappsiv. Bengel aptly 
says: ‘fractus animus pestis juventutis.’’ 

Ver. 22... [XX XIX ¢] Comp. Eph. vi. 5 ff The minuteness with 
which Paul enters into this point in comparison with the others, may 
maturally have been caused by the flight and conversion of Onesimus, who 
was a Colossian slave.—roi¢ card odpxa xupiow] the masters, who are so 
-after a fleshly manner, z.e. in respect to material-human nature ;.a descrip- 
tion, which presupposes another relation belonging to the higher pneu- 
matic sphere, in which, namely, Christ is (ver. 24) the master. Comp. 

Rom. ix. 8.—n) év dg@aap. a¢ avparép.] See on Eph. vi. 6. The obedi- 
sence of Christian slaves becomes men-pleasing, and, to appearance, eye-ser- 
vice, when it is not subordinated to, and normally conditioned by, the fear 
~vof Christ (2 Cor. v. 11) as the higher Master. See below, where év dwAér. 
xapdiag (see on Eph. vi. 5) corresponds to the é d¢faapodov2., and goBobp. r. 
xipuov to the ae drfpordp. Eye-service presupposes insincerity of heart, 
and men-pleasing takes for granted a want of the fear of Christ. Comp. 
on the latter, Gal. i. 10.0, . : 
. Ver, 28 f. More precise explanation of the év ddr. kapé., goBoby. te Kip. 
: just required —roujre] in your service ek uric] Meta .ebvolac, py usta 
Sowduxie avdryxne, GAG pera edevfepiac Kat mpoaipécewc, Chrysostom. Comp. 
on. Eph. vi. 6.—épydteote’] execute, carry out, not equivalent to maeire, but 
correlative with it, hence algo not in the narrower sense: labor (as e.g. in 
Xen. Ove. iii. 4 with reference to slaves) —de 76 avp.] Point of view of the 
épyat.; this is to be regarded as taking place for Christ, rendered as a ser- 
‘vice to. Him. Comp. Eph, vi. 6 f° And the relation to the human 
masters, to whom the slaves belong, i is in this higher aspect of the service 
thrown so much into the background as not to be taken into account at 
: all, dn: accordance with the principle that no man can ‘gerve twa masters ; 








CHAP. TH: 21-25. Byal 
hence otx is not relatively, but absolutely neg wative. ” Respecting adie con- 
‘trast of arfp. and Xpioréc, see on Gal. i. 1—eidéree x.7.2.] Ground of the 
obligation in one’s own consciousness for the Ge 7@ Kupig x. obk avip.: 
since ye know that ye shall receive from the Lord, etc.. On eiddre¢, comp. iv. 
1.—drd xupiov, excluding the human recompense, stands first with empha- 
sis, and axé (on the purt af) denotes, not expressly the direct giving (rapa), 
through which the recompense is received, but. generally the dssuing, pro- 
ceeding from the Lord, who is the possessor and bestower, although the 
receiving of the recompense at the judgment will be in reality direct (Eph. 
vi. 8; 2'Tim.i. 18). Comp.on 1 Cor. xi. 23; Winer, p. 347. [E. T. 870]. — 
TH KAnpov.| In the Messianic «dporouia, t.e.in the future possession of 
eternal bliss (see on Gal. iii. 18; Eph. i.11; Col. i. 12; Rom. iv. 18), the 
reward consists. The motive for its purposely-chosen designation by this. 
particular term lies in the fact, that in human relations slaves are not 
usually heirs, comp. Gen, xxi. 10. Hence also this closing word, next te — 
the ard «vp., has special emphasis: from the Lord ye shall receive the 
recompense of the inheritance. Comp. as to substance, Ienat. ad Polye. 4: 
iva Kpeizrovog édevileptag. ard Os0d triywaw.—rH. Kopi. X. dSovdebere] without 
yép (see the critical remarks) embraces succinctly the whole swnmary of 
the Christian duty of slaves in accordance with the principle already laid 
down in the o¢ 76 Kepip x. obk avlpdxoe; Xptors is not to be taken as 
appositionally equivalent to &é¢ éore. Xpcrdée (Hofmann), but in accordance 
with the quite common usage; hence: to the Lord Christ be serviceable! 
It is properly rendered thus anperontelys in the Vulgate; also by Ewald, 
Dalmer, Schenkel, and Bleek. [XX XIX d.] The whole significant 
emphasis lies upon 76 kup, Xpiord; His slaves they are to be in the rela- 
tion of human service. Where the ydp is regarded as not genuine,’ the 
indicative interpretation.(the usual one) makes the utterance—which, 
moreover, would be superfluous after ver. 23—vapid, especially without 
the addition of an ofrwe. 2 

_ Ver. 25. Ground of encouragement (yap, see the critical remarks) to fulfill 
the precept 76 Kup. X. dovdebere: for he who does wrong shall carry off (the 
- penal recompense of) what wrong he has done,—a locus communis, of which 
the slaves were to make the application, that the unjust treatment which 
they experienced from their masters would not go unpunished ; hence they 
could not but feel themselves the more encouraged to be in their relation 
of servitude slaves of no other than Christ, and to permit no unjust treat- 
-ment to make them deviate from that principle. Paul therefore adds for 
their further encouragement :3 cat obe gore mpoowroampia, [XOX CXIX e.] and 


ton avramrésoors (only found here in the 
N. T.),. comp. Thue. iy. 81.1 (where, however, 


possible to uphold it by subjective criticism 
(in opposition to Hofmann), proceeding on the 


the sense is. different); Plut. Mor. p. 72 F; 
Polyhi vi 5. 3, xx. 7..2, xxxii. 13.6; -passages 
from. Diod. Sic. in Munthe’s .Obss, p.. 390; 
and from the LAX. in Schleusner, I. p. 296; 
also avramddope. i in Rom. xi. 9. 


2The decisive preponder rance of the wit. 
messes omitting this yép renders it quite im-. 


: Recepta’s &é (Gnstead of yap) in ver. 


supposition that its omission may be traced 
to an artificial combination of ideas, which is 
imputed to the eopyists. Just as little is the 
25 to be de- 
fended, 

8 Hofmann finds. it incredible that “Pant 


‘should have closed the section referring to 
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there t is no partiality, of which likewise general proposition the intended 
application i is, that in that requital the impartial Judge (Christ, comp. ver. 
24) will not favor the masters, and will not injure the slaves, comp. Eph. 
vi. 9, ‘The correct view is held substantially by Theodoret, Beza, Calvin, 
Estius, Zacharize, Ewald, and others. Others have understood 6 adukisy 
as referring to the slave who violates his duty, in which case adcceiv is taken 
either in the strict sense of the trespass of hint who intentionally injures his 
master (Hofmann, comp. Philem. 18), or loosely and generally in the 
-sense of doing wrong, comp. Rev. xxii. 11 (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Ben- 
gel, Heinrichs, Storr, Flatt, Steiger, and others). But against this view 
the.«, obk gore mpocwrod.. Tay de decisively urged, which assumes that the 
8 subject to be punished is higher, of superior rank ; for the idea which has 
been imported into the passage is purely fanciful: “Tenues saepe putant, 
sibi propter tenuitatem ipsorum esse parcendum ; id negatur,” Bengel, in 
‘connection with which Theophylact appeals to Lev. xix. 15. And if on 
account of ob tor: rpoowrod. the unjust masters must be taken as meant 
by 6 dd«ay in the application of the sentence, the reference to both 
parties, to the masters and the slaves (Erasmus, Grotius, and. others, includ- 
ing Bihr, Huther, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Bleek, following Jerome and 
Pelagius), is thereby excluded, since rposw7oA. is appropriate only to the 
masters.—xouicera:]| shall carry off for himself (sibi), refers to the Messianic 
* judgment, and dice to that which he, who is now aduav (present), has 
(shall have) then done. On the expression «couéfeofa «.7.2., used to express 
the idea of a recompense equivalent to the deed in respect of its guilt, 
comp. Eph. vi. 8, and on 2 Cor. v. 10.—Respecting mpocwrodmpia, see on 
Gal. il. 6 


Norms By AMERICAN Eprror, | . . 
XXXVI. Vy. 1-4. 


(a) The second part of the transition passage is found at the beginning of this 
chapter, vv. 1-4, (see Note xxxv. a.). These verses are introductory to the par- 
ticular and special exhortations which follow—(b) Meyer maintains here, as in 
Hi. 12, that “the being risen with Christ is not meant in the sense of the regener- 
ate moral life, but.as the relation of real participation in the resurrection of 
Christ.” The explanation of the word avvyyép¥ere, however, is to be deter- 

mined, (1) by its contrast with aeJdvere (ii, 20); which is declared to bea 
dying to the orotyeia.; (2) by the fact that aU; vépyre, in ii, 12, is connected 
* 





‘the slaves with a. proposition couched, in. 
such general terms as ver. 25, which applies, 
This, = 


"not to the slaves, but” to the masters. 


’ however, is an-erroneous view. Fer°in’ vv. 


22-24 the. apostle has instructed the slaves ” 
regarding their active bearing i in service, and ae 
‘he ig now, in the. general proposition of ver, 


as supeceting: for heir reflection and delibe- 








-. to the doubts: oeprenned by: Boltzmann; 
a bs fe 


- Yate consideration:the proper soothing and 
‘elevating point of view regarding their passive 
\-beating in service also. Thus ver. 25 also 
“applies to the éslaves,.and forms merely the 
‘transition to: the “precept> forthe masters. 


in-iv. 1,.-This applies also in opposition. . 





& 


with faith and with a deliverance from sins . (3) ) by the evident reference of the 


_exhortations which follow to things relating to the development of the regenerate 


moral life; (4) by a comparison with the strikingly similar passage in Rom. vi. 
2 All ties points favor the view that the rising to the new spiritual life is 
meant. Alf. speaks of this explanation as “stultifying the sentence”; “for if 
the participation were an ethical one,” he says, “what need to exhort them to its 
ethical realization?” The true view of the meaning is—as in Rom. vi. and viii. 
-~that as, according to the idea and doctrine of the Christian life, every believer 
is, at his conversion and baptism, raised to a new spiritual life—having died to 
sin,—he is to be exhorted to conform his actual living, in all respects, to this idea. 
So far from stultifying the sentence—this is a mode of exhortation which all 
Christian teachers adopt, and which Paul himself uses in several of his Epistles. 
-—(c), This rising to a new life is here, as in Rom, vi., described as. a being raised 
with Christ, and the verb is put in the aor. tense, and in the compound form with 
obv, because, by his faith and baptism, the union of the Christian with Christ 
becomes so close and complete, that it is as if he had actually died upon the cross 
with Him and had been actually raised with Him. The representation is, thus, 
a figurative one. The real physical resurrection of the believer, which is the 
result of Christ’s resurrection, belongs to the future. 

(d) The “things above” are the things which belong to the spiritual, heavenly 
life. The principles and characteristics of the life of the kingdom of God have 
their origin. in. heaven and descend, as it were, out of heaven into this world. 
These things are spoken of here in their perfection and consummation, and in: 
their widest extent, and thus include all that belongs to the idea of the per- 
fected heavenly life, on which the Christian is to set his whole mind, in contrast 


to earthly things. He is, accordingly, to lay aside all evil and to put on all good, 


—to have love, which is the bond of perfectness,—to be a new man in the image 
of God,—to look forward to the future glory —(e) Ver. 3 givesa reason for ver. 
2. This reason includes a repeated areJavere and the statement 7 Cu 1.7., 


- These latter words must therefore set forth, in sume sense, a contrast to the idea of 
' that to which they had died. The old life was an earthly one, related to and oecu- 


pied with outward things and unspiritual desires and actions. The new life is a 
hidden one, having its centre and spring with Christ in God, and only to be man- 
ifested in all its glory when Christ Himself shall be marifested at the end. In 
view of this fact, the Christian should not giye himself to the earthly things, but 
the heavenly. Zw refers, thus, to the soul-life which rests in Christ and is to be 
realized in its consummation hereafter. 


XXXVI. Vv. 5-11. 


(a) The more detailed development of the exhortation ¢poveive Ta dvw now 


fgllows in a paragraph vv. 5-17, which is divided into two half-paragraphs: vy. 
6-11 giving the negative, and vv. 12-17 the positive side: the former passing 


over towards the latter in vv. 10, 11—(b) As they had died with Christ, they 
should (on the negative side) put to death all that was inconsistent with the new 
life. This is expressed, at the beginning of the half-paragraph, by vexpooare ra 


. pean rad eri. tHe yas. That _péan here means the members, only so far as they 


are used in the service of sin (Rom. vi. 13, 19), i is evident from the following 


words (aopusia end) and also from the fact that Paul never represents: the 
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c&pa-or the oe as evil in ‘themselves, It is ; only when sin, as a master, rules 
them, and employs them as its instruments, that evil comes in. From this fact it 


seems probable, that in the phrase Ta éxt rj¢ ye there is, at least, an intima-— 


tion of the idea of this sinful use; and so, that the same idea is, in some degree, 
connected with the same words in ver. 2—a point which may be regarded. as con- 
firming, in its measure, the: reference of the “heing raised,” ete. io the new 
spiritual life. 
(c) The connection of covetousnéss and sins of unchastity with each other, and 
of both of them with idolatry, is set forth in several places in Paul’s writings ; 
gee Eph. v, 5; 1 Cor. v. 10, 11; 1 Thess. iv. 3-6 6 (?); Rom, i. 20-29. In the 
‘chief passage lading to the aghibte subject (Rom. i. 20 ff), the sins of unchastity 
are presented as the first and great outgrowth of the idolatry of the heathen, 
Here, on the other hand, covetousness is spoken of as idolatry—the word idolatry 
“having, however, 4 somewhat more specitic sense. Lightf. and some others sepa- 
rate the words mopveiay «7.4. from td pédy, and make them ‘depend on the 


idea of dérédeo9e of ver. 8, the construction being changed or made irregular by - 


the intervening of other clauses. But it is more Pauline and, on the whole, more 


simple to make them appositional with s#é47, as Meyer does~—(d) The words 


éxi trove vlobg tie dmerdciag at the end of ver. 6, which are found in T. R. and 
retained by Meyer, R. V., Rid., MIL, de W., are rejected by Tisch., Treg., Alf, W. 
& H., Lightf., and others. If they are omitted, oi¢ is neuter; if retained, it is 
masculine, In either case robroe is neuter, Comp, Rom. i. 18 M®, with respect 
to épy7 Geod and its coming upon sin. 

(e) The view of Meyer with regard to dmexdvodyevor «7.2, is strongly sup- 
ported by the first and fourth considerations which he presents: namely, the fact 


that the verbs Webdeo¥e and azédecte are present, while the two participles are _ 
in the aorist, and the fact that the exhortation of ver. 12 is introduced by ody, 


‘It is supported, also, by the correspondence, if the words are understood in this 
way, between these. participles and « droddvere, cuvnyépOyre, of ii, 20, ili. 1, as 
related to the exhortations there given. The comparison with Eph. iv. 22-24 


cannot properly be urged against this view and in favor of making these words a_ 


part of the command in ebdeo¥e, or an independent one, because the arrangement 
of the sentence in the passage is different in the points which are vital to this 
particular question. The participial clauses, accordingly, must be understood as a 
ground or motive, 1s Meyer says, for the whole andveade . . . GAdpiore, They 
do not belong to pebdeate alone. 5; 
_- (f) The participle avaravotpevor: is a descriptive or characteristic participle, 
: describing the new man with reference to that progressive renewal which is incon- 
sistent. with the non-laying-aside of all the evils mentioned —(¢ g) Kar’ -eixdva ig 
"probably to be joined with dvaxacy., not (as Meyer) with éiyvworw. This is in- 
dicated by a comparison with Eph. iv. 24, and by the general intimations of the 


N. T. respecting the conformity of the new life to God and the Divine life. The 


explanation. of Meyer seems artificial and is not made necessary by the position 
of the words. The full knowledge here spoken of is to be. understood in accord- 
ance with the suggestions of the several passages in which this word occurs in 
this Ep. and in Eph. (Col. 4.10, ii. 2; Eph. i. 17, iv. 18). It is the knowledge of 
God and of truth, to which the progress of the new life bears the man onward asthe 
»* end: to. be rronehpd —(h) In Gal. iii. 28, where the words of ver. 11 are found in 
. nearly the same 6 form, they: occur, most, naturally i in the course of an argument 
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against. Judaizers, who would limit the Divine plan by national boundaries. 
Here, the reason of their use is less evident. ‘The explanation given by Meyer, 
“ where all the separating diversities have ceased, by which those phenomena of 
malevolence and passion mentioned in ver. 8 were occasioned and nourished,” is 
hardly satisfactory. The phenomena in question were not occasioned ‘so -exclu- 
sively by these diversities as to make it natural to bring the latter forward with 
so much prominence. It would seem not improbable, that there may be some 
special reference to the views of the Colossian errorists, whose system was exclu- 
sive—both on its Jewish and Gnostic side—with reference to Gentiles, or to. those 
of more barbarous and uncultured regions, and in opposition to whom Christ is 
now set forth as everything in the new life, just as He is elsewhere declared to be 
head of all angelic powers in whom they professed to believe.. 


XXXVIIL Vv. 12-17. 


(a) Vv. 12-17 present (see above) the more special exhortations on the posi-. 
tive side; the introductory oy referring to vv. 10, 11 which thus form, as 
already stated, a transition passage. If Meyer’s view of tae:vogpooivy is cor- 
rect, as it probably is, it will be noticed that all the virtues which the readers are 
exhorted to put on are those which have reference to their relations to one 
another, until the end of ver. lia. The év évi coyare of the close of ver. 15 
suggests the same thought, and it is again brought out in 16). 17, and also in the 
following verses, 18-iv. 1, which set forth the mutual obligations of husbands and 
wives, etc. This peculiar prominence given to these relations may, perhaps, In- 
dicate a ground of the insertion of the words. of ver. 11, additional to the one 
referred to in the notes on that yerse—(b) xpavryta here means gentleness (so 
also Meyer), rather than meekness, as it does also in 1 Cor. iv. 21; 2 Tim, ii. 25.— 
(c) The view of Meyer with respect to the supply of a participle, and not a verb, 
after tueic of ver. 18, is hardly to'be accepted. It makes the sentence less bur- 
densome to supply a verb, and then to add in thought a new évdicagte before 
ri aydryy of ver. 14.—(d) With respect to the word Bpafebev the following 
points are worthy of notice: (1) It is a peculiar word, not used in this simple 
verbal form elsewhere in Paul’s writings or in the N.T. (2) The corresponding 
noun Gpafelov, found in 1 Cor, ix. 24; Phil. iii. 14, has its full and legitimate 
meaning in both cases. The compound verb used in ii. 18 has an element of the 
“game meaning, though not the exactness of the sense which the derivation would 
suggest. (3) The reference in the preceding context is to feelings which work 
out towards others, and which conflict with each other in the soul. (4) The 
words év gi odpatt point to a unity which would be secured by the exercise of 
the one sort of feelings and excluded by the other. These considerations favor 
the assigning to Bpafevérw of its strict sense—act as umpire or judge, as be- 
tween conflicting emotions, ete—(e) év iuiv (ver. 16) is better understood in the 
‘sense within you, than in you as a church, as Meyer takes it. The é» raig 
xapdiatc, which precedes and follows, suggests the former meaning, though: these 
words are not, indeed, in the same clause, and év maoy.codia favors it. év tyty,. 
in such cases, is generally equivalent to im animis vesiris. eae 


- (f) That the words Parpoilg . . . tvevparucaic are to be connected with SSdoxovres 
«1.4. ig indicated by the insertion of é ydpett before Ydovrec, ‘and also by the 
corresponding passage in Eph. v. 19... In Eph., however, they are suggested in a 
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“more natural epiviedtions—the cibecsiany of song being the result of the work- 
ing of the Divine Spirit upon. the emotional nature apparently, (comp. the con-~ 
trast with vedboxeode olive. in that passage). The suggestion here may be, pos- 
sibly,. of song ‘as accompanying the teaching, ete, with all wisdom ; but such 
teaching may even have been conveyed, at times, by this means.. If the word of 
Christ dwelt in them richly, all their utterances, even those of emotion and 
praise, might become instructive and helpful in their relations to one another.—(¢) 
ebyapiorowvrec (ver. 17)—The emphasis which Paul lays upon thankfulness in the 
Epistle, placing it at the end of his exhortations, etc., is very noticeable. Comp. 
i125 ii. 75 dil. 15; iv. 2. It should abound in all their walk and growth in the 
‘Christian life; it abla accompany every prayer; it should. attend upon their 
“actions and their words, as they did their work for Christ ; it. should go. out joy-. 
fully to God, as He made them fit to share in the inheritance of the sdints. . 


XXXIX. Vv. 18—25. 


(a) This passage (iii. 18-iv. 1) sets forth the duties of the Christian life— 
'. which have been urged upon the readers comprehensively in iii. 1—4, and. more 
in detail in ili. 12-17—in particular domestic and social relations. In the similar 
passage Eph. v. 21-vi. 9, they follow a similar exhortation with respect to speak- - 
ing to one another in psalms, ete, and giving thanks to God through Christ, but. 
. the words “subjecting yourselves to one another in the fear of Christ” are placed 
after “ giving thanks,” etc. These duties are, accordingly, made a part of that 
‘general subjection to one another which is the duty of all Christians. This’ fact 
ds to be borne in mind in the interpretation of the individual exhortations. The 
tendency to excess in pressing the doctrine of Christian liberty and equality at 
that. early period, so'as to interfere with the subordinations to which society had | 
been ‘accustomed, must also be considered—(b) In connection with the general 
subjection of every one to every other, the exact correspondence in the duties ‘of 
the two parties in the several cases should be observed. The child, for example, - 
ig no more.under obligation to obey the father, than the father is not to provoke 
or fret the child. The whole matter is so presented as to remove all mere e arthly 
and governmental ideas of subjection, and to make all the relations simply rela- 
tions of self-surrendering love—(c) The suggestion. made by some. writers, that 
the case of Onesimus led Paul. to. speak especially, and so fully, of slaves, seems 
improbable when we consider the parallel passage in Eph., the similar one in 1 
Pet. ii. 18-iii. 7, and the allusion to slaves in Tit. ii. 9 ff, and also when we’ ob- 
-serve the evident intention to refer. to the prominent relationships of domestic 
‘life —(d) duvdebere (ver. 24), which Meyer takes as an imperative, is perhaps 
better regarded as an indicative. Paul reminds the slaves that they are serving . 
the Lord Christ, that Christ is the master whom they serve—therefore they should 
do everything as if to Him, and should know that the reward would come.—(e) 


Itis noticeable that the words “there is no respect of persons,” which are made - ee 
‘a ground of urgency in pressing the obligations of duty upon the slaves, in this 


Epistle, are made a similar enund in. Taeiond masters to fala their obliga- 
tions in Eph. vi. 9 
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CHAPTER IV. 


Ver. 1. otpavoi¢] Lachm. and Tisch. read obpavé, following A B C y* min. vss. a 
Clem, Or. Damasc. The plural is from Eph. vi. 9.—Ver. 3, di &] Lachm. reads 
6: ov, following B F G. Not attested strongly enough, especially as after 7. » 
Xpworod the masculine involuntarily suggested itself—Ver. 8. yv@ ra mepl tudv] 
AB D* FG min. Aeth. 1t., and some Fathers have yrdre ra mepi judy Recom- 
mended by Griesb,, received by Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch. 8, approved also by , : 
Rinck and Reiche; and rightly, because it has preponderant attestation, and is so 
necessary as regards the context that is must not be regarded as an alteration 
from Eph, vi. 22-(comp. in loe.). The Recepta is to he regarded as having arisen 
through the omission of the syllable TE before TA.——Ver. 12. Instead of orfre i 
Tisch. 8 has oraéjre, only on the authority of A* B and some min.—zerAypuévory 
ABC D* FG x» min. have rexAnpooopnuévor, Recommended by Griesb., re- 
“ceived by Lachm. and Tisch., and justly; the familiar werAypeu. crept in inyol- 
untarily, or by way of gloss—Ver. 13. ¢jA0v roaiv] Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. 
Reiche read wodiv révov, following A BC D** x» 80, Copt., while D* F G have 
rod Kérov, and Vulg. It.: multum laborem. Accordingly the Recepta is at any 
‘rate to be rejected, and woAir aédvov to be preferred as having decisive attestation ; 
wévov was glossed partly by xézov, partly by ¢7A0v (xdflov and ayéva are also 
_ found in codd.).. Neither ¢jAov nor «dézov would have given occasion for a gloss; Tae att 4 
and in the N, T. wévog only further occurs in the Apocalypse —Ver, 15, atrod] A 
C.P » min. have atrav; B: avrfc. The latter is the reading of Lachm., who 
with B** instead of Nuzpay accents Niugav.. The avrav, which is received by 
- Tisch, 8, is to be held as original; the plural not being understood was corrected, 
according as the name Nuvu. was reckoned’ masculine or feminine, into aired or 
aura. 


Ver. 1. Ti ladryra] not: equity, for the word signifies aequelitas, not 
- aequitas, t.e. éreeixeca (in opposition to Steiger, Huther, de Wette, Ewald, ; 
Bleek, and most expositors), but: equality,? so that ye, namely, regard and i. 
treat the slaves as your equals. What is herein required, therefore, is not a 
quality of the master, and in particular not the freedom from moral. uneven- 
_ ness, which is equivalent to ducaooioy (Hofmann), but a quality of the rela- 





- UX, Job xxxvi: 20/- Zech. iv. 7. 


5 


8 'This conception, coincident with Sixaroovvn, 


‘ many other passages toos denotes the equality 


of right, that which is impartial, and is hence’ 


‘tion, which is to be conceded; it is not at all, however, the equalization 4 
of the outward relation, which would be a de facto abolition of slavery, but 
iMhas yro re ra wept vuwy; S** deletes does not pertain to iedrys atall; and just as 
the.re, and is thus a witness for the Recepta. little to toog in Soph. Phil. 685, where teas év 
22 Cor. vill, 18 £; very often in Plato; Polyb. . y' tcors avijp is nothing else than. pon. inter 
i1..98. 8vi8.4; Lucian, Herm. 22, Zeux. 5, also” pares, namely, to his friends a friend, to his : : 
the passages from Philo in‘Wetstein, andthe . foes a foe,. Comp. Sehneidewin ta loc Abe 
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eather the equality, which, -ainiidat ¢ a continued capi of all the out- 
ward diversity, is brought about.in the Christian xocvevia by kindly treat- 
ment. While ri dicaiov (what is right) expresses that which, according to 
the Christian consciousness of right, belongs as matter of right to the slave, 
rpy lodryra requires the concession of the. parity (éyalité) implied in. the 
Christian adedgérye. Paul has in view (in opposition to Hofmann) merely 
Christian slaves (whom he has exhorted in iii. 22 £); otherwise, in fact, 
the conception of ladrae would be not at all appropriate. It is just by the 
Christian status of both parties that he desires to see their inequality in 
other respects ethically counterbalanced. A commentary on ry iodrata is” 
“esupplied by Philem. 16. At variance with the context, Erasmus, 
~’Melanchthon, Vatablus, Cormelius a Lapide, BOhmer, and others under-. 
‘stand the equality of impartial treatment, according to which the master 
does not prefer one slave to another. This would not in fact yield any defi- 
nite moral character of the treatment in itself, nor would it suit all the 
cases where there is only one slave. As to the middle waptyeode (Tit, ii. 
7; Acts xix. 24), observe that if is based simply on the conception of the 
_gelf-activity of the subject; Kiihner, II. 1, p, 97.—etdérec] consciousness, 
that serves as a motive,.as in ili, 24—xai tueio «.7.4.] Theophylact says 
correctly: Gomep txetvor buds, obtw Kal dusig Exere wbpiov, and that in heaven, 
“namely Christ. | 
My. 2-6. [On Vv. 2-6, see Note XL. pages 392, 398.] . After having already 
~ concluded the geaeral exhortations at iii. 17, Paul now subjoins some by 
way of supplement, and that in aphoristic epistolary fashion, concerning 
_ prayer along with intercession for himself (vv. 2-4), and demeanor towards 
: non Civilians (vv. 5, 6). How special was the importance of both under 
the circumstances then existing! [XD a.] 
Ver. 2. To. prayer apply yourselves perseveringly ; comp, Rom. xii. 12; 
~ Eph. vi. 18; Acisi. 14; also 1 Thess. v.17: ad.adeixtwg xpooehyeode, which 
~ is substantially the same thing. Comp. Luke xviii. 1—ypayop. iv atrp] 
~ modal definition of the mpocxaprepe: so that ye are watchful (that is, 
-. alacres, mentally attentive and alert, age Herds and distracted, comp. 1. 
. Thess. vy. 6; Eph, vi. 18; 1 Pet. iv. 7 ; Matt. xxvi. 41) in the same. - 
éy, not to be taken asinstrumental, is is of the business, 72 the execution 
of which they are to be vigilant, since it is prayer in itself, as an expression 
of the spiritual life, and not as an aid to moral activity, that is spoken of. | 
Hence we must not inter pret it, with Hofmann, as indicating how Chris- 


Han watchfulness. ought to. be (namely, a watching in prayer), but. rather 


how one ought to be in praying (namely, watchful therein). The point of - 
the precept is the praying; and hence it is continued by. mpocebyopevot.— 
: fy » ebxap-] Pecompany ng, uititude, belonging to 2pIY- év abr; with thanks- 


often corabined with Shicans (righteous | in the. =. sequal a certain equality, In such passages 


narrower sense). But iodrys is always (even the conception of égalité comes into view with 


“SS pard.tiva dpiolas leo re Kal avicots dtavéuoura, Be 





~-in-Polyb. ii. 38. 8) equality ; see 6.9. Plato, Rep. . ‘special clearness. Hofmann has explained 
_ 668.0, where itis said of the democracy: iod- our passage as ifteorns and 6uaddrys, or AersTyS 


~ Uepatness), were identical pongepilons, 
that is, it dicted tates ualoenly to sousl 8 and hoa a a * 
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giving, amidst thanksgiving, namely, for the benefits already received, 


Comp. i. 12, i. 7, iti, 17; Phil. iv.6; 1 Thess. v.17. This is the essential 


element of the piety of prayer:! airy yap 4 aAyOevy eb xq j etyapiotiay Eyovea, 


inép ravrav av. lower Kat dy obx icuev, ov eb éxdlopev F WAifopev, bxtp rav 


Kotvéy evepyecior, Theophylact. The combination with ry xpocevy} xpooxapr. 


(Bébhmer, Hofmann) is without ground i in. the context, althoug rh likewise 
suitable as to sense. 


Ver. 8. Comp. Eph. vi. 19 f—iya kal wept ju.| while your prayer takes 


place at the sume time also (not merely for yourselves, for others, and about: 
whatever other affairs, but at the same time also) for ws, includes us also. 


This juor, not to be referred to Paul alone, like the singular dédeua: subse* 
quently and ver. 4, applies to him und Timothy, i. 1—ia] contents of the 
prayer expressed as its purpose, asin i. 9 and fequontly —thpay- tT. Adyov] 
[XL b.] is not equivalent to. oréua (Beza, Calvin, Zanchius, Estius, 


Cornelius ‘a Lapide, Bengel, and others. comp. Storr and Béhmer)—a 


singular appellation which Eph. vi. 7 does not warrant us to assame—but 
is rather a figurative way of indicating the thought: unhindered operation 
in the preaching of the gospel. So long as this does not exist, there is not 
opened to the preachers a door for the word, through which they may let 
it go forth The rappycia of the preaching (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 


Theophylact), however, lies not in the @ipa and its opening, but in what 


follows. Hofmann incorrectly holds that the closed door is conceived as 
being on the side of those, to whom the preachers wished to preach the word, 
so that it would not exter in. This conception is decidedly at variance with 
the immediately following Aadjoat «.7.2., according to which the hindrance 
portrayed (the door to be opened) exists on the side of the preachers. 


Moreover, in this wa é @esd¢ «7.4, the wish of the apostle, as regards his — 


own person, is certainly directed to Uberation from his captivity (comp. 
Philem. 22), not, however, to this in ¢self, but to the free working which 
depended on it. It was not the preachin, g in the prison which Paul meant, for 
that he had; but he longed after the opening of a dipa rod Adyov; God was to give 
it to him. Perhaps the thought of hberation suggested to himself the choice 
of the expression. Nor is the plural guév and giv, embracing others with 
himself, at variance. with this view (as Hofmann holds); for by the 
captivity of the apostle his faithful friend and fellow-laborer Timothy, who 
was with him, was, as a matter of course, also hindered in the freedom of 
working, to which he might otherwise have devoted himself. This was 
involved in the nature of their personal and official fellowship. Observe 


how it is only with dédenac that Paul makes, and must make, a transition 


to the singular. This transition by no means betrays (in opposition to 


-Hitzig and Holtzmann) the words 6? 6 kai dédeyas, iva gar. abré to be an 


1But Olshausen incorrectly. says:° “the : this view the very ver. 3 is decisive, where, in 


‘prayer of the Christian at all times, in the 
consciousness of the grace which he has ex- 
perienced, can only be a prayer of thanks- a 
giving.” He holds'the more general rpocevyy: 
to be more precisely defined By év edxXap. Against 


- fact, Paul does not mean a prayer of thanks, 


~2Comp. 1 Cor. xvi.9; 2 Cor. ii-12;° Dion. 
Hal. de vi Dem. p. 1026, 14: ob88 Oupag Wty A6- 
yos, also Pind. Ol. vi. 443 midag dnvay avait 
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interpolation from Eph. vi. 20. The fact, that Paul elsewhere (Rom. vil! | 
2; 1 Cor. vii. 27, 39) has. déew in the figurative sense, cannot matter; 
comp., on the contrary, the deoydc and désuio¢ which he so often uses.— 
Aadjoa x.7.4:] infinitive of the aim: in order to speak the mystery of Christ. 
The emphasis is on Aadjoa: not to suppress it, but to let i be proclaimed. 
Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 6; 2 Cor. iv. 18; 1 Thess. ii, 2.—rod Xpiroi'] genitive of 
the subject, the divine mystery contained in the appearance and redemp- 
tive act of Christ (comp. Eph. iii. 4), in so far, namely, as the divine 
counsel of redemption, concealed previously to its being made known by 
the gospel, was accomplished in Christ's mission and work (i, 26, ii. 2; 


‘Eph. i.9; Rom. xvi. 25). Thus the pvorjpcov of God jn ii. 2is, because 


Christ was the bearer and accomplisher of it, the puorgpiv Tov Xptotov.— 
6? 8 xai dédenar] 6? 8 applies to the prorgp.; and the whole clause serves to 
justify the intercession desired. When, namely, Paul wishes AaAjoat 7d puorip. 
7, X., he therewith desires that, which is in such sense his entire destination, 
that on account of this mystery—because, namely, he has made it known 


he also bears his fetters.. This sai is consequently the also of the corres- 


ponding relation, quite common with relatives (Baeumlein, Partik. p. 152). - 
Ver. 4. "Iva ai4.] cannot, seeing that the preceding iva 6 Oeig avoigy 
kr, means the free preaching outside of the prison, be dependent either 
on dédeuas (Bengel, Hofmann, comp. Theodoret) or on rpoceuzducvos, 80 
that ig would run parallel with a in ver. 8 (Beza, Bihr, de Wette, Baum- 


~ garten-Crusius, Dalmer, and others); it is the aim of the Aadijoas 7d jv0T. - 
or. Xt in order that Io may make it manifest (by preaching) as I must 
speak it, Comp. also Bleek, who, however, less simply attaches it already 

to ha 6 Orde dvoizy x72. The significant weight of this clause expressing 

>the aim lies in the specification of mode d&g dei we AaAgoa, in which de 
~has the emphasis. To give forth his preaching in such measure, as it was 


the necessity of his apostolic destiny to do (sei)—so frankly and without 
reserve, so free from hindrance, so far and wide from land to land, with 
such liberty to form churches and to combat erroneous teachings, and so 


 forth-——Paul was unable, so long as he was in captivity, even when others 


were allowed access to him. There is a tragic trait in this o¢ dei pe AaAgjoat, 
the feeling of the hindered present. [XL ¢.] The traditional explanation 


4s. that of Chrysostom: werd moddge rie wappyciag xal pydév brooreAduevor, 


namely, in captivity, where Paul longed to speak in the right way (de 
Wette; so usually), or conformably to higher necessity (Baby, Huther, comp. . 
Beza, 1 Cor. ix. 16), or without allowing himself to be disturbed in his preach- 
ing as apostle to the Gentiles by his imprisonment occasioned by Jewish- 
Christian hostility (Hofmann). But in. opposition to the reference of the 
whole intercession to the ministry in prison, see on ver. 8. The wish and 
the hope of working once more in freedom were so necessarily bound up 
in Paul with the consciousness of his comprehensive apostolic task, that 
we can least of all suppose him to have given it up already in Caesarea, 
where he appealed to the emperor. Even in the Epistle to the Philippi- 


. ~ ans (i 25, ii, 24, his expectation is still in fact directed to renewed 
freedom of working, eA en LE To Se 
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Ver. 5 f, Another exhort tation, for nk Paul st still have had occa- 
sion, although we need not seek its link of connection with the preceding 
one. Comp. Eph. y.15 f,, where the injunction here given in reference to 
the non-Christians is couched in a general form.—évy cogig]. Practical 
Christian wisdom (not mere prudence; Chrysostom aptly quotes Matt. x. 
16) is to be the element, in which their walk amidst their intercourse with 
the non-Christians moves. mpéc of the social direction, Bernhardy, p. 
205. As to of é&@, see on 1 Cor. v.12. Comp, 1 Thess. iv. 12.—rév xacpov 
égayop.] definition of the mode in which that injunction is to be carried 
out: so that ye make the right point of time your own (see on Eph. vy. 16), 
allow it not to pass unemployed. Jor what? is to be inferred solely from 
the context; namely, for all the activities in which that same wise demeanor 
in intercourse with the non-Christians finds expression—which, consequently, 

may be according to the circumstances very diversified. Individual limit- 
ations of the reference are gratuitously introduced, such as “ad ejusmodi 
‘homines meliora docendos,” Heinrichs, comp. Erasmus, Beza, Calovius, 
and others, including Flatt and Bohmer; or: “in reference to the fur- 
therance of the kingdom of God,” Huther, Hofmann. There is. likewise 
gratuitously imported the idea of the shortness of time, on account of 
which it is to be well applied (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Castalio, and 
others, including Bihr), as also the view that the xacpdéc, which signifies 
- the aidy oiroc, is not the property of the Christian, but belongs. roig é£a, 
-and is to be made by Christians their own through good deeds (Theodo- 
ret, comp. Oecumenius), or by peaceful demeanor towards the non-Chris- 
tians (Theophylact). Lastly, there is also imported the idea of an evil 
time from Eph. v. 16, in connection with which ay have in turn 
lighted on very different definitions of the meaning ; . Calvin: in 
tanta sacculi corruptela eripiendam esse benefaciendi aie: = cum 
obstaculis luctandum;” Grotius: “effugientes pericula.”—Ver. 6. 6 Ady. 
tu.] what ye speak, namely, pic robe és; the more groundless, thatefors, 
is the position of Holtzmann, that ver. 6 is a supplement inserted at a 

later place, when it should have properly come in at chap. iii. between 
vv. 8 and 9. éorw is to be supplied, as is evident from the preceding im- 
perative mepurareire—év ydper(] denotes that with which their speech is. to 
be furnished, with grace, pleasantness+ This yapiévrwoe eae of speaking. 
(comp. Plato, Prot. p. 844 B, Rep. p. 881 A) is very different from the 
vaptroyAwooetv of Aesch. Prom. 294.—a2are fpru.] seasoned with salt, a figu- 
rative representation of speech as an article of food, which iscommuni- . 
cated. The salt is emblem of wisdom, as is placed beyond doubt by the. 
context in yer. 5, and is in keeping with the sense of the following eidéva 
«7.2. (comp. Matt. v.13; Mark ix. 49, 50). As an article of food seasoned 
with salt? is thereby rendered palatable, so what is spoken receives’ 

through wisdom (in contents and form) its morally attracting, euciling, and 


Comp. on Luke iv. 22; Ecelus. xxvi. 16, way as to provoke the palate. “Soph. Fragm. . 
xxxvil. 21; Hom: Od. viii. 175;. Dem. 51.9. 601, Dind.; ; Athen, fi. p. G84; ‘Theoph. de 
2The poets use dptvew often of articles of | odor, 61; Symm, Cant. viii.2. Hence éprupa, 
tood or wines, which are prepared in such a . spice, °° 
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stimulating quality. Tis spiosite is the hie ethically insipid (not. ‘the 


morally rotten and corrupt, as Beza, Bohmer, and others hold) quality of 
speech, the papor, puporoyetv, in which the moral stimulus is wanting. 


“The designation of wit by Gc (GAec) among the later Greeks? is derived 


from the pungent power of salt, and is not relevant here. Moreover, the 
relation between the two requirements, é ydpers and dAate gprupévoc, is 


~ not to be distinguished in such a way that the former shall mean the good 
-and the latter the correct impression (so, arbitrarily, Hofmann); but the 


former. depicts the character of the speech more generally, and the latter 
more specially.. The good and correct impression is yielded by both— 
eldévat x.7.1.] taken‘ groundlessly by Hofmann in an imperative sense (sce 
on Rom. xii. 15; Phil. iii. 16), is, as if Gere stood alongside of it, the 
epexegetical infinitive for more precise definition : so that ye know. This 
eldévar. (to understand how, see on Phil. iv. 12) is, in fact, just an ability, 
which would not be found in the absence of the previously-described 


~ quality of speech, but is actually existent through the same.—z7éc] which 


may be in very ditferent ways, according to the varieties of individuality 
in the questioners. Hence: ét ékdorg, “nam haec. pars est non ultima 
prudentiae, singudorum habere respectum,” Calvin. —doxpivestau.] We may 
conceive reference to be made to questions as to points of faith and doe- 
trine, as to moral principles, topics of constitution and organization, his- 


~ torical matters, and so forth, which, in the. intercourse of Christians with 


non-Christians, might be put, sometimes innocently, sometimes malici- 


ously (comp. 1 Pet. iii. 1), to the former, and required answer, Paul does 


not use the word elsewhere. Comp. as to the thing itself, his own exam- 
ple at Athens, Acts xvii.; before Felix and Festus; before the Jews in 


Rome, Acts xxviii. 20, and so forth; and also his testimony to his own 


~ procedure, 1 Cor. ix, 20-22. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calovius, and others, 


inappropriately mix up believers as included in év2 éxdovw, in. opposition to 


ver. 6. 


Vv. 7-9. Sending of Tychicus, ‘pad also of Onesimus. Comp. on Eph, 


vie Ql £—By dde2@. Paul expresses the relation of Tychicus as a Christian 


brother generally; by didnovos, his special relation as the apostle’s official 
servant, in which very capacity he employs him for such missions; and 
by civdovdog. (he's 7) he delicately, as a mark of honor, places him as to 


- official category on a footing of equality with himself; while é& xupiv, be- 
longing to the two latter predicates,’ marks the specific definite character, 


~-aecording to which nothing else than simply Christ—His person, word, 





rae 


-and ‘work—is the sphere in which these relations of service are active. 


Comp. Eph. vi. 21—-si¢ airo robra] Jor this very object, having a retrospec- . 


tive reference as in Rom. xiii. 6, 2 Cor. v. 5 Gin opposition to Hofmann), 
in sane namel Ys ie ye may learn n from, him. all that concerns me. ‘The fol- 


“3 Plat, “Moral. Dp. 685 A; Athen, ix. p. 306. - # rated from aéeAdés, which tins ‘its ‘apeaial ade 
28ea Matthiae, 2532 f, P. 1235 f.3 Winer, p,° “jective. Chrysostom, moreover, aptly. Te. 


296 [E. 'E. 316], - marks on the different iemparins To dé 


Bbdxovos and avdovdcs arc. also connéeted- maTOv ouviyayer. 
PY. the: common attribute Seba eh sépa- : on 























cHAP. ry. 6-10. BBB 


lowing wa yore ra x. dudy (see the critical remarks) is explicative; révra— 


tp. yuop. Ta ode in ver..9 then corresponds to both. Comp. on Eph, vi. 
22.—rapaxaa.| may comfort, in your anxiety concerning me, respecting my 
position. With the reading yr ta wept tudv, the reference would be to 
the sufferings of the readers ;1—obv *Ovyciuw] belonging to érema. As to 
this slave of Philemon, see Introd. to the Epistle to Philemon. Paul 
commends him? as his faithful (moréc, as in ver.7, not: having become a 
believer, as Biihr would render it) and beloved brother, and designates him then 
as Colosstan, not in order to do honor to their city (Chrysostom, Theophy- 
lact), but. in order to bespeak their special sympathy for Onesimus, the 
particulars as to whom, especially as regards his conversion, he leaves to 
be communicated orally. —és inav] As a Colossian he was from among 
them, that is, one belonging to their church. Comp. ver. 12.—ra dde] the 
state of matters here, to which ra rar’ éué, ver. 7, especially belonged. 

Ver. 10. [On vv. 10-18, see Note XLI. pages 393, 394.] Sending of salu- 
tations down to ver. 14.—Aplorapyoc] a Thessalonian, known from Acts xix. 
29, xx. 4, xxvii. 2, Philem. 24, was with Paul at Caesarea, when the latter 
had appealed to the emperor, and travelled with him to Rome, Acts 
EXV. 2—d ovvaryuddurdc pov] [XLII a.] Obdéy robrov rob éyxwpiou petlov, 
Chrysostom. In the contemporary letter to Philemon at ver. 24, the 
same Aristarchus is enumerated among the cvvepyot; and, on the other 

hand, at ver. 28 Epaphras, of whose sharing the captivity our Epistle 
makes no mention (see i. 7), is designated as cuvaryydawroc, so that in 
Philem. l.¢. the cuvaypddwrog is. expressly distinguished from the mere 
ovvepyoi, and the former is noé affirmed of Aristarchus. Hence various 
interpreters have taken it to refer not to a proper, enforced sharing of the 
captivity, but to a voluntary one, it being assumed, namely, that friends of 
the apostle allowed themselves to be temporarily shut up with him in 
prison, in order to be with him and to minister to him not merely as 
visitors, but continuously day and night. Comp. Huther, de Wette, and 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. xxi. According to this view, such friends changed 
places from time to time, so that, when the apostle wrote our letter, Aris- 
tarchus, and when he wrote that to Philemon, Epaphras, shared his cap- 
tivity. But such a relation could the less be gathered by the readers from 
the mere ovvarypdAwrog (comp. Lucian, As. 27), seeing that Paul himself 
was a prisoner, and consequently they could not but find in cvvayyda. 
simply the entirely similar position of Aristarchus as a ovdecuorye (Plat. 
Rep. p. 516 CO: Thue. vi. 60. 2), and that as being so at the same time, not, 
as in Rom. xvi. 7, at some earlier period. Hence we must assume that 
‘now Aristarchus, but when the Epistle to Philemon was written, Epaphras, 
lay in prison at the same time with the apostle—an imprisonment which 
is to be regarded as detention for trial, and the change of persons in the 
~ case must have had its explanation in circumstances to us unknown but 


lbeixvvat eat adrots év weipacpots. Gvras eat. had happened with Onesimus! Yet Holta- 

. mapaxajoews xprigovras, Theophylact, . come: mann holds that of the whole yerse only the 

Chrysostom. 28 name Onesimus is characteristic, and reegons 
Kins how: wisely and kindly, after what ‘the verse to owe lis existence to that name, 





SG 


884 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE COLOSSIANS. 


yet, notwithstanding the proximity of the two letters in point of time, 
sufficiently conceivable. It is to be observed, moreover, that as. aiyyda. 
always denotes captivity in war (see on Eph. iv. 8; also Duke iv. 18), Paul 
by puviaie sets himself forth as a pulye warrior (in the service of 
Christ). Comp. oveTparierns, Phil, ii. 25; Philem, 2. Hofmann (comp. 
also on Rom. xvi. 7) is of opinion that we should think “ of the war-cap- 
tive state of one won by Chorist jrom the kingdom of durloness,” so that cuvayy- 
pdawrog would be an appellation for fellow-Christian ; but this is an aber- 
ration, which ought least of all to have been put forth in the presence of 
a letter, which Paul wrote in the very character of a prisoner. Upon 
avepidc, consobrinus, cousin: Herod. vii. 5. 82, ix. 10; Plat. Legg. xi. p. 


925 A; Xen. Anad. vii. 8. 9, Tob. vii. 22, Num. xxxvi. 11; see Andog. i. 


47; Pollux, ili. 28. Not to be confounded either with nephew (ddeAgdaie 


‘or with aveyuddyc¢, cousin’s son, in. the classical writers, avey0b maic. See 


generally, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 506. To take it in a wider sense, like our 


'“}sinsman, relative ”} there is the less reason, seeing that Paul does not 


use the word elsewhere. Moreover, as no other Mark at all occurs in the 
N. T., there is no sufficient ground for the supposition of Hofmann, that 
Paul had by 6 dve). Bap». merely wished to signify which Mark he meant. 


Chrysostom and Theophylact already rightly perceived that the relation- 
ship with the highly-esteemed Barnabas was designed to redound to the 
‘commendation of Mark.—zepi of taf. évroa.] in respect af whom (Mark) ye 


have received injunctions *—a remark which seems to be made not without 
a design of reminding them as to their execution. JWhat injunctions are 
meant, by whom and through whom they were given, and whether orally or 
in writing, Paul does not say; but the recalling of them makes it proba- 
ble that. they proceeded from. himself, and were given dy paipios dia Tevev: 
(Oecumenius). Ewald conjectures that they were given in the letter to 
the Laodiceans, and‘ related to. love-offerings for Jer raealei, which Mark 


owas finally to fetch and attend to. But the work of collection was. proba- 
bly closed with the last journey of the apostle to Jerusalem. Others hold, 
., eontrary to the notion of év70a4, that letters of recommendation are meant 
‘from Barnabas (Grotius), or from the Roman church (Estius); while others 


think that the following éav #26) «7.2. forms the contents of tvroade (Calvin 


who, with Syriac, Ambrosiaster, and some codd., reads subsequently 
déFasba1,—comp. Beza, Castalio, Bengel, Bahr, and Baumgarten-Crusius), 


a view against which may be urged the plural évroade and the absence of 
the article. Hofmann incorrectly maintains that rep) ob 2248. dvrodde is 


to be taken along with day #209 1m. Ou.: respecting whom ye have obtained 





180 tn Tom. J2. ix. 464, who, however, also 


liges it in-the strict sense as in x, 519. 


Pept. ob is not. to be referred to Barnabas, 


» gg, following-Theophylact and Cajetanus (the 
“former, of whom, however, explains ‘as if 


‘gap’ of were read), Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 2h9-ff., 


~ has again done. The latter understands un- 
der the évroads instructions formerly issued. 
. ee the Pauline churches not ae receive Barna-_ 








bas, which were now no longer to bo applied. - 
As if the wapofvends.of Acta xv. 89 could have ° 


‘induced the apostle to i issue stich an anathema 
‘to his churches against the ‘highly-esteemed 
Barnabas, who was accounted. of apostolic 
dignity! Paul did not act so unjustly and. | 


imprudently. Comp.,on the contrary, Gal. 


_ 4i.9 and (notwithstanding what is narrated at 
Gal, it. 


1) i Cor ix.6, . 
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instructions for the case of his coming to you. This the words could not 
mean; for édv é40y 7. tu. signifies nothing else than: if he shall have 
come to you, and this accords not with 148. évro2., but only with déaoée 
airév," which Hofmann makes an exclamation annexed without connect- 
ing link (that is, with singular abruptness), —édy 220y «.7.2.] Parenthesis; 
Mark must therefore fave had in view a journey, which was to bring him 
to Colossae. déyeotae of hospitable reception, as often in the N. T. (Matt. 
x. 14; John iv. 45) and in classical authors (Xen. Anab. iv. 8. 23). From, 
the circumstance, however, that défaofe stands without special modal defi- 
nition, it is not to be inferred that Paul was apprehensive lest the readers 
should not, without this summons, have recognized Mark (on account of 
Acts xv. 38 f) as an apostolic associate (Wieseler, Chronol.. des apost. 
Zeitalt. p. 567). Not the simple déface, but a more precise definition, 
would have been called for in the event of such an apprehension. 
Ver. 11. [XLI 6.] Of this Jesus nothing further is known.—oi évrec dk. 
repr. is to be attached, with Lachmann (comp. also Steiger, Huther, 
Bleek), to what follows, so that a full stop is not to be inserted (as is 
usually done) after wep:r, Otherwise of dvrec. tx weper, would be purposeless, 
and the following otro: pévo: «7.4. too general to be true, and in fact at 
variance with the subsequent mention of Epaphras and Luke (vv. 12-14). 
It is accordingly to be explained: Of those, who are from the circumeision, 
these alone (simply these three, and no others) are such fellow-laborers for the 
‘kingdom. of the Messiah, as have become a comfort to me. The Jewish-Christian 
teachers, consequently, worked even at Caesarea to a great extent in an 
anti-Pauline sense. Comp. the complaint from Rome, Phil. i. 15,17. The 
nominative oi dvre¢ é« reper. puts the generic subject at the head; but as 
_ something is to be affirmed not of the genus, but of a special part of it, that 
general subject remains without being followed out, and by means of the 
pera paare elg pépac the special subject is introduced with otro, so that the 
verb (here the «loi to be supplied), now attaches itself to the latter. A 
phenomenon of partitive apposition, which is current also in classical 
authors? Hence there is the less reason for breaking up the passage, 
which runs on simply, after the fashion adopted by Hofmann, who treats 
éx sepitoig obroe yedvo. as inserted parenthetically between of dvreg and 
cuvepyoi. The complimentary affirmation is to be referred to all the three 
previously named, without arbitrary exclusion of Aristarchus (in opposi- 
tion to Hofmann). Atany rate, Cuesarca was a city so important for the 
Christian mission, that many teachers, Jewish-Christian and Gentile- 


1In 1 Tim. iii. 14f,a passage to which Hof- 
“mann, with very little ground, appeals, the 
yerb of the chief clause is, in fact, a present 
(ypdbo), not, as would be the case here, a 


praeterite, which expresses an act of the past. 


(eAdBere), There the meaning is: In the case 
‘of my departure being delayed, however, this my 
. letter has the object, ete. But here, if the con- 
ditional ‘clause were to be annexed to the 
past act éddfere, the CECUMIBLEROS condition- 


(26 


ing the latter would logically have to be con- 
ceived and expressed in oblique form (from 
the point of view of the person giving the in« 


- junction), In some such form, therefore, as: 


i GAGoe mpos duas (comp. Acts xxiv. 19, xxvil. 
39; Klotz, ad Devar. p, 491 f.). 
2See Kithner, IL. 1, p. 246; Niigelsbach and 


’ Faesi on Hom. JU. iii. 211. Lomp: Matthiae, p. 
; 1307, 
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‘Christian, must have frequented it, “especially while. Paul was a prisoner 
there; and consequently the notice in the passage before us need not point 
us to Rome as the place of writing —rapyyopia] consolation, comfort, only here 
in the N..T.; more frequently in Plutarch; see Kypke... Méyiorov éyxépuov 
7d76 droaréaw yerécbat Ovpy diag mpdsevor, ‘Theodoret. Bengel 1 imposes.an 
| arbitrary limitation: “in Sorenss periculo.” 
Ver. 12. Exagpac] See i. 7 and Introd.—It is to be observed that, accord- 
ing to ver. 11, Epaphras, Luke, and Demas (ver. 14) were no Je wish 
Christians, whereas Tiele in the Stud. u. Krit, 1858, p. 765, holding Luke to 
be by birth a Jew, has recourse to forced expedients, and wishes arbitrarily 
to read between the lines. Hofmann, refining groundlessly (see on ver. 
14), but with a view to favor his pr esupposition that all the N. T. writings 
were of Israelite origin? thinks that our passage contributes nothing 
towards the solution of the question as to Luke’s descent ; comp. on Luke, 
Introd. 3 1.—é é€ tuév] as in ver. 9, exciting the affectionate special interest 
of the readers; indo buav afterwards thoughtfully corresponds. —dabAog x. 
is to be taken together with ravrore dyou’., but 6 é& dudyis not to be con- 
nected with dob4o¢ (Hofmann); on the contrary, it is to be taken hy itself 
asaspecial element of recommendation. (as in ver. 9): Epaphras, your 
‘own, a servant of Christ who is always striving, ete—dyerg.] Comp. Rom. 
“xy. 80. The more fervent the prayer for any one is, the more is it a. strte- 
ing for him, namely, in opposition to the dangers which threaten. him, and 
which are present to the vivid conception of him who wrestles in prayer. 
Comp. also ii. 1.. The striving of Epaphras in prayer certainly had refer- 
~ enee not merely to the heretical temptations to which the Colossians, of 


- whose church he was a member, were exposed, but—as is evident from. 





va orgre «7.4, (purpose of the dyawt. x.7.4.)—to everything generally, which. 
endangered. the right Christian frame in them.—orjre] designation of 
-stedfust perseverance ; in which there is neither wavering, nor falling, nor 
giving way. To this belongs év wav7i Yedqu. vr. 0., [XLI ¢.] expressing 
wherein (comp. 1 Pet. v. 12) they are to maintain stedfastness ; zn every will 
of God, that is, in all that God wills. Comp. on orfra év in this sense, 
_John viii. 44; Rom. v.23. 1 Cor. xv. 1, xvi. 18. This. connection 
(comp. Bengel and Bleek) recommends itself on account of its frequent 
occurrence, and because it completes and rounds off the whole expression ; 
for orfre now has not merely a modal definition, ré2..«, merAnp., but-also a 
local definition, which admirably corresponds to the figurative conception 
of standing. This applies, at the same time, in opposition to the usual 
_ mode of construction with réa. «. merdyp., followed also by Hofmann, 
according to which & cr. Gea. 7.8, would be the moral sphere, “ within which 
- the: Berfection. and firm conviction are to take place, " Huther. °—réAscon wat 


ue 1This postulate, wholly without ‘nront is: coset and Luther, ev me Ber. i. @e05 to iene = 
-algo assumed by Grau, Endwickolungigeach d, pw: filled with every will of Got, which, .in- 










"i peutest, Sehriftth. I. po 84.6 0 stead of being transformed into -vaoluntatis 

'21£ we follow the Recepta wer hippunidvos (eae: _ divinae’ verne et integrae cognitio” (Reiche, 
- the critical . remarks), on the other hand, we © comp. Beza}, is rather to be understood, as, 
- must join, as is a cael, nae followin Chry-. © denoting that the heart is to be full of all that. 








CHAP. TV. : i244, pe 387 


mer: npospnuév] perfect and with full conbiction sian it. 2; Rom. iv. 21, 


xiv. 5; and see on Luke i. 1) obtain through the context entre év w, Oecd, 7. 


6.) their more definite meaning; the former as moral perfection, such as 
the true Christian ought to have (i. 28); and the latter, as stedfastness of 


conscience, which excludes all scruples as to what God’s will requires, and 
is of re importance for the Tehetérag of the Christian life; comp. Rom. 
xiv. 5, 22 f. 

Von 18. General testimony in confirmation of the partiadar statement 

made regarding Epaphras in wdvrore «.7.4.; on whieh account there is the 
less reason to ascribe to the interpolator the more precise definition of 
ayovt. tm. iy, Which is given by év raig mpooevy. (Holtzmann). The yédp. is 
sufficiently clear and logical —zodiv wévov (see the critical remarks); much 


, toil, which is to be understood of the exertion of mental activity—of earnest 
working with its cares, hopes, wishes, fears, temptations, dangers, and so 


forth. The word is purposely chosen, in keeping with the conception of the 
conflict (ver. 12); for xévo¢ is formally used of the toil and trouble of con- 
flict’ —nat ror iv Aaod, x. 7, év ‘Tepar.] Epaphras had certainly labored in 
these adjoining towns, as in Colossae, which was probably his headquarters, 
as founder, or, at least, as an eminent teacher of the churches, 

Ver. 14. Luke the physician, the (by me) beloved, is the Hvangelist—a point 
which, in presence of the tradition eurrent from Iren. iii. 14. 1 onward, is 


as little to be doubted as that the Mark of ver. 10 is the Evangelist. Luke 
“was with Paul at Caesarea (Philem 24), and traveled with him to Rome 


(Acts xxvii. 1), accompanying him, however, not as physician (as if pov or 
jpav had been appended), but os an associate in teaching, as cvvepyde, 


~Philem. 24. Hofmann calls this in question, in order to avoid the infer- 


ence from ver. 11, that. Luke wasanon-Israclite. The addition, moreover, 
of 6 tarpde ig simply to be explained after the analogy of all the previous 
salutations sent, by assuming that Paul has appended to each.of the per- 
sons named a special characteristic description by way of reconmmenda- 
tion.” The case of Ayuag is the only exception; on which account it is the 
more probable that the latter had even at this time (at the date of 2 Tim. 
iv. 10 he has abandoned him) seemed to the apostle not quite surely enti- 
tled to a commendatory description, although he still, at Philem. 24, adduces 
him among his cvrepyol, to whose number he still belonged. [XLI d.] 
Hence the assumption of such a probability is not strange, but isto be 
preferred to the altogether precarious opinion of Hofmann, that Demas 


God wills, and that in no matter, consequently, © and Nigelshach in loc.; comp. Rey, xxi. 4, 
is any other will than the divine to rule in 2Tn the case of Luke, the attachment of the 











the believer. . Respecting év, comp, on. Eph. 
v.18. Bihr incorrectly renders: “by virtue 
of the whole counsel of God,” which is not 


‘possible on account of the very ahsence of the. 


article in the’ case of wapri. Grotius, Hein- 


‘richs, Platt, and others, erroneously hold that 


év is equivalent to-eis. 
See Herod: vi. 114, vill.89; Plat. Phaedr,-p Dp. 


uF B; Dem, 687..18; Eur. Suppl. 317; Soph. : 
Frach, 21, 169; often 80 in Homer as J2; i. ey: 


honorable professional designation 6 tarpds to 
the name suggested itself so naturally and 
spontaneously—considering: the peculiarity 
cf his: professional “position, to. which there 


-was probably nothing. similar in the case of 
: any other ovvepyés—that there is‘no reason to 
- assume. any special purpose in the selection’ - 
(Chrysostom, Erasmus, and many, suggest 
- that the object was to distinguish Luke from 
_ others of the same name). 
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was the amanuensis of the letter, and had, with the permission of the 
apostle, inserted his name (comp. Bengel’s suggestion), Whence was the 
reader to know that? How very different is it at Rom. xvi.22! Thename 
~ itself is not Hebrew (in opposition to Schoettgen), but Greek ; see Boeckh. 
~ Corp. inserip. 1085; Becker, Anecd. 714. ; | 
Ver. 15. Messages down to ver. 17.—The first cai is: and especially, and 
in particular, so that of the Christians at Laodicea (rodg év Adod, adeng. - 
Nymphas is specially’ singled out for salutation by name. In the follow- 
‘ing kat ri kar’ olnov abrév éxxd., the church which is in their house, the plural 
abrov (see the critical remarks) cannot without violence receive any other 
‘reference than to. tote év Aaod. ddeAdove x. Nuudadv, Paul must therefore (and 
his readers were more precisely aware how this matter stood) indicate a 
church different from the Laodicean church, a foreign one, which, however, 
was in filial association with that church, and held its meetings in the 
same house wherein the Laodiceans assembled... [XLI ¢.] If we adopt 
the reading abrod, we should have to think, not of the jimily of Nynphas 
(Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin; and others), but, in accordance with 
Rom: xvi. 5, 1 Cor. xvi, 19, Philem.. 2, of a portion of the Laodicean church, 
which held its separate meetings én the house of Nymphas. In that case, 
however, the persons here saluted would have been already included 
among robe én Aaodusia adedgote. The plural avray by no means warrants 
the ascribing the origin of ver. 15 to an unseasonable reminiscence of 1 
Cor. xvi, 19 and Rom. xvi. 5, perhaps also of. Philem. 2 (Toltzmann). 
What a mechanical procedure would that be!—The personal name 
. Nymphas itself, which some with extreme arbitrariness would take as a_ 
. symbolic name (Hitzig, comp. Holtzmann), is not elsewhere preserved, 
but we tind Nymphaeus, Nymphodorus, Nymphodotus, and Nymphius, also 
Nyinphis. 

Ver. 162. This message presupposes essentially similar circumstances 
in the two. churches.—j émoroA4] is, as a matter of course, the present 
Epistle now before us; Winer, p. 102 [E. T. 107]. Comp. Rom. xvi, 22; 
-1 Thess. v. 27.—oijoare, iva] procure, that. The expression rests on the 
conception : to be active, in order that something may happen, John xi. 87. 
The following kai rv é& Aaod. x72. is, with emphatic prefixing of the 
object, likewise dependent on rojoare, not. co-ordinated with the latter as 
-an independent imperative sentence like Eph. vy. 83—a forced invention 
of Hofmann, which, besides, is quite inappropriate on account of the stern 
‘command which it would yield4—rjv ix Aaodixeiac] not: that written to me 











-INymphaa appears to have heen specially 


well known-to the apostle, and on friendly 


terms with him; perhaps a ovvepyds, who was 


now for’a season laboring in tae church at- 


Laodicea.. ane oes 
28ee Anger, Beitr. 2ur histor, krit. Hinl. ind, 


(Ayu. NOTA; tuber den Laodicenerbrief, Leip. 
1843; Wieseler, de-epistole,, Laodicena, ‘Gott. 


8Comp. Herod. i. 8: rode, Saws K.7.A., 1 2093 
¢ 9 ‘ 


| Ken. Cyrop. vie3 18, 


Hofmann needed, certainly, some ‘such 
artificial expedient, wholly withont warrant: . 


in the words of the text, to favor his presup- 


position that the Epistle to the’ Ephesians was 


meant, and that it.was a ciretila? letter. “For 
ott. a circular. letter goes. through the circuit 
oo 18445 and Chronol. d. apost.. Zeit: p. 450 fh; 9° 
- Sartori, Ueber d. Laodicenserbrief, Lith. 1863. 


destined for. it of itself, and there is no occa- 
sion to ask’ or to send for it in order to pro- 
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from Laodicea. So raée in hieysoeson: who himself gives no decisive » 


voice, as also Syriac, Theodoret, Photius in Oecumenius, Erasmus, Beza, 
Vatablus, Calvin, Calovius, Wolf, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Storr, and 
others, as also again Baumgarten-Crusius. This is at variance with the 
context, according to which «ai tpeic, pursuant to the parallel of the first 
clause of the verse, presupposes the Laodiceans, not as the senders of the 
letter, but as the receivers of the letter, by whom it was vead. How 
unsuitable also would be the form of the message by wodjeare! Paul must, 
in fact, have sent to them the letter. Lastly, neither the object aimed at 
(Theophylact already aptly remarks: dav obx.olda ri av éxeivyp—namely, 
that alleged letter of the Laodiceans—ida aitoic xpic Bedtiacw), Nor even 
the propriety of the matter would be manifest. Purely fanciful is the 
opinion of Jablonsky, that Paul means a letter of the Laodiccans to the 
Colossian overseers, as Wellas that of Theophylact: 4 mpie Tizdfeov xpdry" 
-abrn yap &« Aaodtkeiac éypagn. So also a scholion in Matthaei. In accordance 
with the context—although Lange, Apost. Zeitalé. I. p. 211 ff, denounces 
the idea as a “fiction,” and Hofmann declares it as excluded by the very 
salutations with which the Colossians are charged to the Laodiceans—we 
can only understand it to refer to a letter of Paul to the Laodiceans, which 
not merely these, to whom it was written, but also the Colossians (kai. iueig) 
were to read, just as the letter to the Colossians was to be read not merely 
by the latter, but also in the Laodicean church. The mode of expression, ri 
éx Aaodixsiag, is the very usual form of attraction in the case of prepositions 
with the article (comp. Matt. xxiv. 17; Luke xi. 18), so that the two 
elements are therein comprehended: the letter to be found in Laodicea, and 
to. be claimed or fetched from Laodicea to Colossae+ This letter written to 
the Laodiceans has, like various other letters of the apostle, been lost2 In 
opposition to the old opinion held by Marcion, and in modern times still 
favored especially by such as hold the Epistle to the Ephesians to be a 
circular letter (Bohmer, Béttger, Bahr, Steiger, Anger, Reuss, Lange, 
Bleek, Dalmer, Sabatier, Hofmann, Hitzig, and others), that the Epistle to 
the Ephesians is to be understood as that referred to! The hypothesis 


“ gure, that (roujoare, iva): people may get it to the Greek text of which, we may mention, 
read. . But the effect of the forced separation originated with Elias Hutter (1599), who trans- 
of the second twa from woujeare is, that the lated it from the Latin, may be seen in Fabri- 

-words thy é« Aaodixeias are supposed only to — cius, Codex apoer. p. 873 fh, Anger, p. 142 if 


affirm that the letter “will come” from Lao- 
dicea to Colossae, that it “will reach” them, 
and they ought to read it. In this way the 
text must be strained to suit what is & priori 
~ put into it. This applies also in opposition to 
Sabatier, ’ap Paul, p. 201, who entirely ignores 


the connection with moujoare (“la lettre Quit 


vous viendra de Laod..). 
1See generally, Kuihner, IL 1, p. 473 f, and 
ad Xen. Mem. iii. 6.11, ad Anab. i. 1.5; Stall- 


‘baum, ad Plat. Apol. B 32. B; Winer, p. 584 


[E. T. 629}. 
3The apocryphal letter: to the Laodiceans, 


The whole letter,—highly esteemed, on the 
suggestion of Gregory L, during the Middle 
Ages in the Wesi, although prohibited in the 
second Council of Nice, 787 (to be found also 


in pre-Lutheran German Bibles),—which is 


doubtless a still later fabrication than that 
already rejected in the Canon’ Muratoriatus, 
consists only of twenty verses, the author of 
which does not even play the part of a definite 
situation. “ Erasmus rightly characterizes it: 
“quae nihil habeat Pauli praeter voculas 
aliquot ex ceteris ejus epistolis. mendicatas.” 


. §See Introd. to Eph. 21; Wieseler, Chronol.” 
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tion of Tychicus, 


od, aah Zeitatt. p. 435 i; Sartor; f c. 7 Reiche, 
Oonim. crit. ad Eph. i.1;. Laurent inthe Jahrb, 
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that the Bpisite to Philemon i is meauit, 4 fads no confirmation aithard in the 
nature and contents of this private letter? or in the expressions of our 


passage, which, according to the analogy of the context, presuppose a 
letter to the ‘whole church and for it. Even the Epistle to the Hebrews 
(Schulthess, Stein, in his Comm. 2. Luk., appendix) has been fallen upon in 


- the vain search after the lost! According to Holtzmann, the words are 
‘intended to refer to the Epistle to the Ephesians, but «at ri é« Aaoduc, 


wa kK ip. nage ‘is an insertion of the ante POLE 33 comp. Hitzig. 


“Remark. —It is to be assumed that the Epistle to the Laodiceans was com- 
posed ai the same time with that to the Colossians, inasmuch as the injunction that 
they should be mutually read in the churches can only have been founded on the 
similarity of the circumstances of the two churches as they stood at the time. 
Comp. ii. 1, where the «a? rév éy Aaodixeig, specially added to mepi tuav, expresses 
the similar and simultaneous character‘of the need, and, when compared with our _ 
passage, is to be referred to the consciousness that the apostle was writing to both 
churches, And the expression rjv ix Aaodusiag produces the impression that, 
when the Colossians received their letter, the Laodiceans would already have theirs, 
At the same time the expression is such, that Paul does not expressly inform the 


Colossians that he had written also to the Laodiceans, but speaks of this letter as 


of something known to the readers, evidently reckoning upon the oral communica- ° 
The result, accordingly, seems as follows: Tychicus was the 
bearer of doth letters, and traveled by way of Luodicea to Colossue, so that the 

,] ¢ ‘a F] : 


letter for that church was already in Laodicea when the Colossians got theirs 
from the hands of Tychicus, and they were now in 2 position, according to the 


directions given in our passage, to haye the Laodicean. letter forwarded to 


~ them, and to send their own (after it was publicly read in their own church) 
to Laodicea. ‘ 


Ver. 17. The particular circumstances which lay at the root of this 


emphatic admonitory utterance * cannot be ascertained, nor do we even 


know whether the d:axovia ig to be understood in the narrower sense 


churches. : 
® Because, if we annex tva to roujoare, an 





J.D. Theol. 1866, p: 131 


180° Wieseler, aleo Thiersch, Hist. Standp. 


* p, 424; and some older exposiiors, see in Calo- 


“wins and in Anger, p..35.. °° 


4¥or, although it is in form. ‘ssltonoad to 


. Several persons; and even to the church in the> 


_ house (see on Philem. 1, 2), it is at any rate in 





substance clear, as Jerome ‘already remarks: 
*Paulum tantummodo ad Philemonem scri- 


bere, ef unum cum suo sermocinari.” ° Besides, 
it-is:to-be inferred ‘from the contents of the. 


Colossian letter, that the’ Laodicean letter 


“Meant was also doctrinal in contents, and that — 
‘the reciprocal use of the two letters had refer- soe 


ence to this, in accordance with the. essen- 





_. tially similar needs of the two neighboring 


~ testes. Hoe magis movebat, quam si. fp 
Arebippum hesalnraide a on 


awkward sense arises, “ seeing that the Col- 
ossians can only cause that they get-the letter 
to read, but not that they read it.” Thatis.a 
subtlety, which ‘does injustice to the. popular 
style of the letter. Butifwe take iva inde- 
penrlently (as: Hofmann does), then Holtz... 


Mann is farther of opinion:that the author of 


Eph. iv. 29, v. 27, 83, is immediately betrayed 
—an unfounded inference’ (¢omp. Winer, -p. 
205 {E. T. 815]), in:which, ‘besides, only the 


‘comparison of Eph. ¥.. 83 would be relevant, 
and: that would -be balanced’ by 2 Cor, 
“yili. Taos : 


4 Bengel:. “vos meis verbis dicite iauqnara ; 


‘CHAP. ae Bi 391 
of the office of deacon (PHiinasive, fOr. oe any aihiee office roladiier to 
the church (possibly the office of presbyter), or of the calling of an evange- 
lisi, or of some individual business relating to the service ‘of the church. 
We cannot gather from éy «xvpiy any more precise definition of the Chris- 
tian diaxovia, Ewald conjectures that Archippus was a still younger man 
(Bengel holds him to have been sick or weak through age); an overseer - 
of the church, who had been during the absence of Epaphras too indulgent 
towards the false teachers. Even Fathers like Jerome and the older 
expositors regard him as bishop (so also Déllinger, Christenthum u. Kirche, 
-ed, 2, p. 308), or as substitute for the bishop during the absence of 
Epaphras (similarly Bleek), whose successor he had also become (Cor- 
nelius a. Lapide and Estius). .Comp. further as to this Colossian,! on 
- Philem. 2.—The special motive for this precise form of reminding him of 
. his duty is not clear2 But what merits attention is the relation of dis- 
ciplinary admonitive. authority, [XLI f.] in which, according to these 
words, the church stood to the office-bearers, and which should here be > 
the less. called in question with Hofmann, since Paul in the letter to 
Philemon addressed jointly to Archippus would doubtless himself have 
given the admonition, if he had not conceded and recognized in the 
church that authority of which he invokes the exercise—and that even in 
the case, which cannot be proved, of the d:axovia having been the service 
of an evangelist.. The expedient to which Oecumenias and others have 
~ recourse can only be looked upon as flowing from ‘the later hierarchical 
feeling: iva érav émiripa “Apyurmog abroic, uy Eywow eyxadely ixeivy Og TiKpO... 
ével GAdws droopy toic pabyraic wept tod diWackdAov diudréyecbat (Theophylact)— 
- Prére «.7.2.] Grotius, Wolf, Flatt, Bilhr, and many, take the construction 





- ‘to be sent to- him as to Nymphas. 
“would be altogether very surprising that Paul - 
should have conveyed the warning admo- . 





to be: Baére twa ray dian. Gv wapéd. év Kup., mAnpoic, from which arbitrary - 


1 Theodoret ‘already with reason declares 
himself against the opinion that Archippus 
had been a Laodicean teacher (so Theodore of 


- Mopsuestia, Michaelis,.and Storr), just as the. 


Constitt. apast. vii. 46. 2 make him appointed 
by Paul as bishop of Laodicea. Recently it 
has been defended by Wieseler, Chronol. des 
apost. Zeitalt. p. 452, and Laurent in the Jahrb. 
. ff. Ds Th. 1866, p, 130, arguing. that, if Arch- 

‘ippus had been a Colossian, it.is not easy to 
see why Paul, in ver. 17, makes him be 
admonished by others; and also that ver. 17 
is joined by xaf-to ver. 15 f, where the’ Lao- 


diceans are spoken of. But the form of. ex- - 


hortation in ver. 17 has a motive not known 
- to us at all; and the reason. based on kai 
Inver, 17 would only be relevant in the event 


of ver..17 following immediately. after ver. 15. . 


Lastly, we should: expect, after the analogy 
of ver. 15, that if Archippus had not dwelt in 
| Colossae, Paul would have caused a salutation. 


Besides, it. 


a 


nition to Archippus through a strange church, - 
the more. especially when he had written at 
the same. time to himself jointly addressed 
with Philemon (Philem. 2). 

2 Hitzig, p. 31 (who holds also vv. 9, 15, 16 to 
be not genuine), gives it as his opinion that 
Archippus is indebted for this exhortation, 
not to the apostle, bué to the manipulator, who 
knew the man indeed from Philem. 2, but 
probably had in his. mind the Flavius Arch- 
tppus, well known from Plin. Zp. x. 66-68, and 


‘the proconsud Paulus, when he adjusted for 


himeelf the relation between the Apostle Paul 
and his fellow-warrior Archippus (Philem, 2). 
I do. not. understand how any one could 


_aseribe even to an interpolator so singular an 


anachronistic confusion of persons. Yet Holtz- 
mann finds the grounds of Hitzig so. cogent, 
that he ultimately regards -vv. 15-17 as the 
rivet, “by means of which the Auctor ad Ephe- 
sios has ‘made a connected triad out of his 


own work, the interpolated Colossian episile, 


aoe the letter to Philerion.” 
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view. the very airq should have precluded them. The words are not to 
be taken otherwise than as they stand: Look to the service (have it in thy 
view), which thou hast undertaken in the Lord, in order that thou mayest 
fulfill it, mayest meet its obligations; ta abr. wAyp. is the purpose, which is 
- to be present in the Aaéwew tr. drax, x74. Comp. 2 John 8 On rAaypoic, 
comp. Acts xii. 25; 1 Mace. ii. 55; Liban. Ep. 359; Philo, in Place. p. 988: 
tiv dtaxoviay. Weis —iv «pig] not: from the ‘Lord (Bahr); not: for 
the sake of the Lord (Flatt); not: secundwm Domint praecepta (Grotius). 
Christ, who is served by the dsaxovia (1 Cor. xii. 5), is conceived as the 
sphere, in which the act of the raparapPavew rip daxoviav is accomplished 
objectively, as well as in the consciousness of the person concerned ; he is 
in that act not out of Christ, but Jiving and acting in Him. The év mp. con- 
veys the element of holy obligation. The less reason is there for joining 
it, with Grotius, Steiger, and Dalmer, to the following iva air. rap. 
Ver. 18. [XLI g.] Conclision written with his own hand; comp. 2 
‘Thess. iii. 17. See on 1 Cor. xvi. 21—Be mindful for me of my bonds, 
-[EXUI /.] a closing exhortation, deeply touching in its simplicity, in 
‘which there is not a mere request for intercession (ver. 8), or a hint even 
at the giving of aid, but the whole pious affection of grateful love is 
Gaimed, the whole strength of his example for imparting consolation and 
‘stedfastness is asserted, and the whole authority of the martyr is thrown 
into the words. Every limitation is unwarranted. | Totro yap ixavdy ei¢ 
mavra abrode mporpépactat, Kai. yevvatorépove woljoa mpdg tods dya@vac’ dpa Kat 
oixecorépoug abroig éroiyce Kat tiv géfov zAvoev, Oecumenius, comp. Chrysos- 
tom.—7 yxdpic] Kar’ toyjv: the grace of God bestowed in Christ. Conyp. 
“1 Tim, vi. 21; 2 Tim. iv. 22; Tit, iii. 5. Comp. on Eph. vi. 24. 


ial 


Norrs py American Eprror. 
XL. a 2~6. 


ae The line of exhortation which has been closely followed as far as iv. 1, is 
‘now left, and the hortatory section closes with two suggestions of Christian duty 
of a. different order—both having a bearing upon the success of the Gospel, 
though not altogether limited to this. Ver. 2 contains a general exhortation 
respecting prayer, such as we find in other places, as mentioned by Meyer; but 
the following verses show that, in presenting this general exhortation, the apdstle 
“had in mind the thoughts which those verses express, The readers were to pray for 
him and his associates in labor, that success in the Gospel work might be given to 
them, and they were themselves to live and act and speak in such a way that a 
‘similar success would follow in their own sphere. The sphere of Paul, however, 
was that of a preacher; the sphere ‘of the Colossians, that of private Christians, 
whose influence and work were'in the ordinary lines of common life. There is, 
thus, a point of union in the two cases, and yeta difference. The point of union: 
accounts for the bringing together of the yerses—() That the Oipa rob Adyov has 
a, | CoE LAIn, reference toa desired release ‘fom: Amapnieonbient, as” Meyer holds, is 











cme as 


probable. It was in this way, especially, that all hindrances in his work would 
be removed. The words d? 4 xai dédexa: favor this view; perhaps, also, the words 
of ver. 4. But it is not clear that the reference is to be limited to such a release, 
The desire for freedom, for the sake of his apostolic work, must, at the time and 
under the circumstances, have been a chief desire, but he would have prayers 

offered for the largest opportunities of preaching in every line-—(c). Whether the 
reference in ag det pe Aadjoa is as exclusively to the hindrance occasioned by his 
imprisonment as Meyer claims, may also be questioned. The parallel passage, 
Eph. vi. 19, 20, would indicate something besides this. This idea, however, is a 
part, if not the whole, of the thought. . dei, in any case, denotes the necessity of 
his apostolic mission—the application being in the subjective or the objective 
line, or both, according as we interpret,—i. e. referring to his own boldness (xap- 
pyoia, Eph. vi. 19), or his release from captivity.—(d) The relation of ver. 5 to 


ver. 6 seems to be this :—the former presents the general idea of life and conduct 


as having reference to unchristian men around them, and the latter turns this 
especially into the line of speaking to such men or with them. . 


ALI. Vy. 10-18. 
(a) Meyer insists that cuvaryudduroc refers to an imprisonment of Aristarchus 


with the Apostle by the authorities and for purposes of judicial trial. The fact that 
Epaphras is said to be ovrary. in Philem., ver. 24, while Aristarchus is not, is 


made an objection to this view. It may be remarked with reference to this point, 


that the Greek word naturally refers to an involuntary imprisonment or captivity; 


that, as Paul was himself now in imprisonment, the readers would naturally wn- 
derstand him by the use of civ to mean a captivity like his own; that in Rom. 


xvi.7 (the only other passage in the N. T. where the word is Foul) it is diflicult 


‘to explain it in any other way; that the fact that Epaphras is called thus in 


Philem, and Aristarchus not, while here Aristarchus is thus described and Epa- 
phras not, does not necessarily occasion a difficulty, by reason of sudden or fre- 
quent changes which it would imply, for the absence of the adjective as applied 
to Aristarchus in Philem. may be accounted for on other grounds. Epaphras and 


Aristarchus were both ovvacyudawrat, and both cvvepyot and civdovda, Rea- 
“sons unknown to us may easily have determined the use of the one adjective or 


the other, independently of the question as to the particular time when they 
were in imprisonment. The Ep. to Philem. was, probably, written almost on the 
same day with that to the Colossians. A release of one of these men and an im-_ 
prisonment of the other in the interval (if any there was) between them, is not 

altogether probable, Though Paul was not strictly an aiyyddwrog a prisoner of 


‘war, this fact can hardly be made an objection to the application of the word to 


an association with him in his present condition —(b) All the persons mentioned 


-here as joining Paul in his salutation to the Colossian Church are, also, mentioned 


as saluting Philemon (Philem. ver. 24), except Jesus Justus. Of Mark we learn 
three things from this passage, (1) that he was a near relative of Barnabas, which. 
may partly account for the action of the latter in Acts xv. 36 ff; (2) that he was 


a Jewish convert ; and (8) that he was, at least at this time, in Rome—facts 


which may have a bearing upon the correct view respecting his Gospel. The 


other great fact bearing upon his Gospel—namely, his relations to Paul and-the 


Pauline doctrine—is indicated not. only here, but elsewhere—(c) Meyer is ap- — 


‘ 
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parently correct: in ‘connecting * év ravri sone of ver. 12 with . orite = 
oraSqre). The prayer was, that they might stand firmly—be settled without 
-wavering—in the sphere of what is willed by God, being perfect in their fulfill- 
ment of it, and fully persuaded respecting it. so as to he beyond doubts or ques- 
tionings.. ‘To this end Epaphras, he says, earnestly prayed, and had moAiy dvov, 
which, as he was now absent from the Colossians, probably refers wholly, as 
Meyer says, or mainly, as Lightf., io internal struggle, desire, prayer, etce.—(d) 
The suggestion made by Meyer and several others, that Demas may have already 
shown symptoms of his subsequent defection (2 Tim. iv. 10), and that this fact 
“may have occasioned the omission of any commendatory words respecting him, is ‘ 
- hardly. probable.. The interval of time between this Epistle and the 2d Epistle 
to Timothy was from three to five years. Demas is called, with all the others 
here mentioned, owvepyd¢ in Philem. ver. 24, and his name is there placed before 
_ that of Luke—(e) The view of Meyer with respect to abrav—that it refers to 
~ tobe év Aaod, adedg. «, Nopdév, and that the allusion is to a foreign church 
which met in the same house with the Laodicean Church, but was different from 
it—cannot be affirmed with confidence. The reference of ai’tév may be to 
Nymphas and his fumily—(f) The remarks made by Meyer respecting the mes- 
sage for Archippus, as indicating the “disciplinary admonitive authority” which | 
Paul recognized the church as having in relation to its officers, are worthy of 
. notice. The supposition which Lightf. makes, that Archippus lived at Laodicea 
(see his Introd. to the Ep. to Philemon, p. 376), if adopted, will hardly explain 
the sending of this admonition to the Cologsian Church and the omission of all 
allusion to any such thing in the Ep. to Philem., in which Archippus is per-— 
‘sonally. addressed—(gy) The fact that in this late Epistle we have an autograph 








salutation, is evidence that, from the time of his beginning to certify his letters _ 


in this way, 2 Thess. iii. 17, Paul continued always to do so (8 gore onysiov év réog 
éxioroAj).—(h). The letter closes with an allusion to his imprisonment, which in. 
all the Hpistles of this period is naturally made so prominent, It is interesting 
to notice, that.it was at this time of his life, and in the midst of this experience, 
_ that ‘he said he had learned in whatsoever state he was to be content (Phil. 
iv. 11). 








THE EPISTLE T0 PHILEMON. 


INTRODUCTION. 


HILEMON, who had been converted to Christianity by Paul 
}| himself perhaps during his sojourn at Ephesus (ver. 19), was 
a member. of the Christian community, not at Laodicea 
(Wieseler, Laurent), but—like Archippus, ver. 2 (see on Col. 
iv. 17)—at Colossae (Col. iv. 9), wherein, by his zealous Chris- 
tian activity, and more especially by the holding of an éxx?ycia in his 
house (vv. 1-7), he had gained deserved esteem, being described by Chry- 
sostom as tie tév Gavyactay cat yervaiov, Nothing is known as to his more 





definite vocation, although tradition has made him bishop in Colossae 
(Constit. epost. vii. 46. 2) or in Gaza (Pseudo-Dorotheus), as it has likewise 
placed him among the martyrs (under Nero). It is possible, however, 
that he was one of the presbyters of the church (ovvepyé, ver. 1). Of the 
house where he dwelt Theodoret relates (ideo): wévpe rod . wapdvrog 
peuévare. 
His slave Onrstmus! had, on account of a misdemeanor (vy. 11, 18), 
fled from him through fear of punishment (ver. 15), and had come, cer- 
tainly of set purpose? and not by mere accident, to the apostle, then a 
captive at Caesarea, who converted him to Christ (ver. 10), and conceived 
a, most. cordial affection for him (vv. 12,18, 16 f). When, therefore, Paul 
was despatching Tychicus to Colossae (Col. iv. 7), he made use of this 


; “1 Tradition ‘in one form of it makes him tamen bene de Paulo existimarat, et ipsius 
subsequently bishop of Beroea in Macedonia flagitit’ sut oecasione ad illum confugit. And 
i. (Constié, apost. vii. 46. 2), and in another iden- _ this serves to dispose of the curious question 
tities him with the Bishop Onesimusin Ephe- of Hofmann (p. 217): “What should induce 
BUS (Ienat. ad Eph. land 6), and makes him — Onesimus to flee to Caesarea in particular?” 
die as 6 martyr in Rome. “We answer: He fled to the place, where Paul 
Jn this way the circumstances of the case ’ was. And the reason of this may be the more 
find their simplest:and. most natural expla- readily understood, if he had been possibly 
nation. Comp. Bengel on ver. 11: Onesimus already in Philemon’s service, when the latter _ 
“etiam antequam ad frugem yeram peryenisset, was converted by the apostle. . 
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. opportunity to send Great nitie ahor He at the same time commended 
to the church there (Col. iv. 9)—back to his master, and to procure for 

him at the hands of the latter. forgiveness, welcome, and love by means 
of this letter—an aim, which is pursued in it with so much Christian love? 

and wisdom, with so great psy chological tact, and, without sacrifice of the 
apostolic authority, in a manner so thoughtfully condescending, adroit, 
delicate, and irresistible, that the brief letter—which is in the finest sense 
a Abyog Bart Aorvuévoc (Col. iv. 6), as a most precious and characteristic 
relic of the great apostle—belongs, even as regards its Attic refinement 
and gracefulness, to the epistolary master-pieces of antiquity? 

_ The Epistle bears so directly and vividly the stamp of genuineness, that 
the doubts of Baur (Paulus, IL. p. 88 ff.) would appear.a whim hardly 
meant in earnest, were they not in strict consistency with the assumption’ 
that we should not have any letters of the apostle at all from the 

period of his captivity. Baur, who, we may add, acknowledges the 
author as profoundly pervaded by Christian consciousness, places the con- 
tents of the Epistle upon a parallel with those of the Clementine Homi- 
lies. and finds in it the “embryo of a Christian fiction,” by which the ides 
was to be brought home to men’s minds, that what we lose temporally in 

: the world, wé regain eternally in Christianity (according to ver. 15), | 

- With equal caprice Baur propounds the view, that.even should the writ-. 

ing be Pauline, what actually took place is set forth under the point of 

view of that definite idea, and the bringing of this latter into prominence 

is its proper aim and import. The genuineness is externally attested—and 

that the more adequately, when we consider that from its brevity and the 
personal, not directly didactic, nature of its contents there was little occa- 

| sion for citations—by the Canon Muratorianus, Marcion (see Tertullian, e. 
Mare. v. 42; Epiph. Haer. xii. 9), Tertullian, Origen, Eusebius, Jerome, 
ete., though the passages of Ignatius, ad Eph. 2, ad Magnes, 12, 
6, do not serve to prove a reference to ver. 


ad Polyca. 
20. Nevertheless, Jerome had 
already to controvert those, who wished to infer from the non-dogmatic 
character of the contents “ aut epistolam non esse Pauli... aut: etiam, 
si Pauli sit, nibil habere, quod aedificare nos possit.” 


yet so eminently significant letter.” 

’The. letters of Pliny (Epp. 9, 21, and_24) 
have often been compared with ours; but. how 
- greatly it excels them in point of thoughtful- 
~ ness, delicacy of plan, and depth of affection! 


1 banip. Luther's “preface a This Epistle. 
presents a masterly and charming example 
of Christian love,” etc. Ewald : “Nowhere 
“anh: the. sensibility. and warmth. ‘of tender 

: friendship blend more beautifully with the 





higher feeling of a superior mind, nay, of. a’ Quid festivius etiam dici poterat.vel ab ipso 


“Pullio.in huj usmodiargumento?”.. Erasmus, 


- teacher and apostle, than. in thi . brief and 








INTRODUCTION. “2897 


Place and time are the same as with the Epistles written from the cap- 
tivity in Caesarea (not, as is usually supposed, at Rome) to the Ephesians 
and Colossians, and with the lost Epistle to the Laodiceans, which how- 
ever, is not to be found in the one now before us; see on Col. iv. 16. 
. Whether Paul wrote our Epistle before that to the Colossians (Otto), or 
the converse, remains an undetermined question. _ 





Ver. 2. Instead of 462299, Elz. Scholz, Tisch. have dyaryry. But the 
former, which is approved by Griesb. and Reiche, is attested by A D* E* FG x, 
and some min. vss. Hesych. Jerome, and was easily supplanted by the dyaz. writ- 
ten on the margin in conformity with ver. 1 (vss. Anibrosiast. and Pelag. have 
ddeAgy ayar.).—Ver, 5. xpdc] Lachm.: eie, following A C D* BE, 17, 187. An’ 
alteration, occasioned by worcy.—Ver. 6, Instead of #ziv, Elz. has div, in opposi- 
tion to A.C D1 XL, min. vss. and Fathers. The latter reading is to be traced 
to the mechanical copyists, who, as in the opening of the Epistle, had in view 
Philemon and those around him (ver. 8), The preceding rot is deleted by 
Lachm. on too weak counter-evidence (A C, 17); how easily might it be passed. 
over alter the final syHable of dyaéot!—Ver. 7. Instead of yvapdv, Elz. Tisch, 
have ytipiv, in opposition to decisive evidence; the latter found its way into the 
text through reference to ebyapio7o, ver. 4. Comp. Reiche.—éyouer] Lachm. has 
- égyou, which was also recommended by Griesb., in accordance with A C F Gx, 
min. vss. Fathers. The other witnesses are divided between éxouev and. Eoxopen, 
but remain too weak to warrant either of these two readings. The plural appears 
an inappropriate following up of é» quip in ver. 6, and écyouev also tells indi- 
rectly in favor of Lachm. The position ajfler moa, is decidedly attested (Lachm.). 
—Ver. 10. Before éyévyyoa Lachm. etl. min. had éy6, following A, min. Syv. p. 
Slav. ms. Chrys, Rightly; the emphasis resting upon éy@, in accordance with 
the context, was overlooked ; and it is more likely to have been dropped out on 
occasion of the following ETE, than to have been introduced by the writing of 
ED twice—After deow. Elz. Scholz have yov, in opposition to decisive testimony. 
—Ver. 11. After avéreuipa we have, with Lachm., on preponderating evidence (A 
~C D* E y* 57), to take in coz, the omission of which is to be explained from the 
following oi—Ver. 12. od dé] is wanting in A C y* 17. Lachm., who, like Tisch. 
has deleted also rpootaPot after orAdyxva. This mpootafov is wanting in A F 
Gy" 17, while some min. place it immediately after ot dé; Arm. Boern. Theo- 
doret, on the other hand, after airé». It is, though afresh defended by Reiche, 
to be looked upon as a supplement from ver. 17; the absence of the verb, how- 
ever, involved, by way of redressing the eonaernetion, the omission of ot dé, so 
that abrév was regarded as governed by avérepa (comp. Lachm.: by avéreynpd 
Gol, avrév, rouréariv ra gud ondAdyyva)—Ver. 18. The position of oe before diax, 

(Elz. in reverse order) is decisively attested—Ver. 18. The form é4A6yqa is to 
_, be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., in conformity with A C D* (#v2.) F G x, 17, 
81; éAAdyer was imported from the familiar passage, Rom. vy. 13.—Ver. 20. Instead 
Of: "Racer @, Elz. has cupip. Repetition from what. precedes, in opposition. to 
decisive evidence—Ver. 21. imp 8] Lachm.: trép 4, in accordance with A Cy, 
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Copt. We have no means of deciding the point—Ver. 23. Instead of dowdle. — 
Tal, ‘El. has one, which has decisive witnesses against it, An emenda- 
tion, 


Contents—A fter the address aad apostolic greeting (vy. 1-3), there fol- 
lows a glorious testimony to the Christian character of Philemon (vv. 4-7); 
then the proper object of the Epistle, intercession for Onesimus (vv. 8-21); 
and finally, the bespeaking of a lodging, in the hope of being liberated 
_ (ver. 22), Salutations and concluding wish, vv. 28-25. 

» Ver. 1. [On vv. 1-8, see Note XLII. pages 415, A1G.] Aéopuoc Xp. Ti 4.€. 
~ whom Christ has placed in bonds. See on Eph. iii.1. This selfdesignation 

(not aréorodoc, or the like) at the head of the letter isin keeping with its 
confidential tone and its purpose of moving and winning the heart, irép 
Tob Ty. xd pe éroupérepov ape, Chrysostom.—«. Tizé.] See on Phil. i. 1; 
Col. i. 1.—cuvepy@] The particular historic relations, on which this predi- 

cate is based, are unknown to us; yet comp. ver. 2: rf waz’ oldv cov 
éxxdna.; perhaps he was an elder of the church.—juév] namely, of Paul 
and Timothy. It belongs to ayar. and ovvepys. Although, we may add, 
the Epistle is, as to its design and contents, a private letter, yet the associ- 
ating of Timothy with it, and especially the addressing it to more than 
one (ver. 2), are suitably calculated with a view to the greater certainty of 
a successful result (comp. already Chrysostom). JTofmann incorrectly 
holds that in the directing of the letter also to the relatives and to the 
church in the house the design was, that they should, by the communica- 
tion of tHe letter to them, become aware of what had induced Philemon to do 

. that which was asked of him. This they would in fact have learned other- 
wise from Philemon, and would have believed his account of the matter. 

Ver... [XLIEb.] That Appia was the wife of Philemon (Chrysostom, — 

Theodoret, Theophylact, and many) does not indeed admit of proof, but. 
is the more probable, in proportion as the intercession for the slave was ¢ 
matter of household concern, in which case the mistress of the house came 
“into view. On the jorm of the name with ¢ instead of wr (Acts xxviii. 
15), comp. 'Amguarde in Mionnet, ik de des médailles, IIL. 179, IV. 65, 
67, and.the forms drie and dred.'—rp dde297] In the sense of - Chri istiun 
sisterhood, like. adeAgde, ver. 1.—Archippus, too (see on Col. iv. 17), must 
have belonged to the family cirele of Philemon. [XLII ¢.] But whether 
he was precisely son of Philemon,’ we cannot. determine. Chrysastom 
and Theophylact take him to be a friend of the household; Theodoret, to 
be the teacher to the houschold.—ré overpar. gy.) As” in Phil, ii. 25. The 
relation cannot be more precisely ascertained. .He may have been deacon 
(according to Ambrosiaster and Jerome, he was even bishop), but must 
have endured conflict and trouble for the gospel. Comp. likewise 2 Tim. 
A. 8.—kal rt, kar’ otk, o. fe | not tobe understood of the feral y of Philemon,’ 


- See algo Lobeck, Paral. BSB ne eee | sonrysostora, Theodoret, Theophy! Ae Way- 
2 Michaelis, Elehhorn, - Rosenmiiller, . Ols- ‘yas rods év 7h olKia migrods Agyel, gummapada- 

« .ochausen, Hofmann, ae bani Theodora of : Bay kai ire ony cay and Storr. 
foe Mopeuestia. : : 
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but of the section of the Christians at Colossae, which met in his house. 
See on Col. iv..15. Wisely (see on ver. 1) does Paul—although otherwise 
in wv. 4-24 he only speaks to Philemon—enlist the interest not merely of 
Appia and Archippus, but also of the church in the house, and therewith 
embrace the whole circle, in which there was to be prepared for the con- 
verted fugitive a sanctuary of pardon and affection. But farther than this 
he does not go; not beyond the limits of the house, since the matter, as a 
household-affuir, was not one suited to be laid before the Christian com- 
munity collectively. To the latter, however, he at the same time (Col. iv, 9) 
commended his protégé, though without touching upon the particular cir- 
cumstances of his case. Correct tact on the part of the apostle. 

Ver.4f. [On vv. 4-7, see Note XLITI. pages 416-418.] Comp. Rom. i.8; 1 


Cor. i. 4 ; Phil. 1.8; Col.i. 3; Eph. i. 16.—dvrore] [XLII a.] belongs not to. 


pvetav «7.2. (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Estius, and 


many others), but to ebyapioro x.7.4. (comp. on Col. i. 3; 1 Thess. i. 2), as 


the main element, for the completeness und emphasis of which it serves. 
The participial definition zvetav x.7.2. specifies whereupon Paul sees him- 
self always moved to give thanks to God, namely, when he makes men- 
tion of Philemon in his prayers; and the following dxotav «7.4, is like- 
wise an accompanying definition to ebyapiorh x.7.4., stating whereby he 
finds himself induced to such thanksgiving, namely, because he hears, etc. 
It is not the intercession that has its motive explained by dxobur (de Weitte, 
_. Koch), otherwise the logically necessary statement, for what Paul gives 
thanks to God, would be entirely wanting, whereas the mention of Phile- 
~ mon in the prayer had no need of a motive assigned for it, ard would 
have taken place even without the drobew «7.2... Moreover, Paul does not 
by pei x74. express the intercession, but in general the mention in prayer, 
which is a much wider notion and also may be other than intercessory 
(in opposition to Hofmann),—éxotev] continually, through Onesimus in 
particular. It is otherwise with éxotcavrec, Col. i. 4.—ra aydrnv] the stand- 
ing notion of Christian love to the brethren, as in Col. iti. 14.—«. rv rior] 
is more precisely defined by the following jy tree .. . dytovc, and hence 
is not specially to be understood of faith in the dogmatie sense, to which 
a. pone rode dytove would a be suitable. It is faithfulness ; comp. Gal. 

v. 22; Rom. iii. 8; 1-Thess. i. 8;. Matt. xxiii, 23; Tit. ii. 10;. often in the 
LXX., Apocry pha, and Greeks ‘authors. So Michaelis and Hagenbach 
(Flatt with hesitation), also ‘Winer, p. 8838 [E. T. 410,/]. But usually (see 
already Theodoret, and especially Grotius) expositors assume a chiasinus, 
so that mpd¢ 7. kbp. I. is to be referred to r. wiorm, and cig wr. dylove to 
tiv ayér. (de Wette, Wilke, Rhetor. p. 872; Demme, Koch, Wiesinger, 


Ewald), to which also Bleek and Hofmann come in the end. Against this 


may be decisively urged, jy vec, whereby mpoc tT. Kbptov ., . dyloue is 
. attached as one whole to Tip mioriy. With 7 Typ ayangy the Civ eye has noth- 


Perhaps it isto this part of the adress: certainly very numerous private letters, which 


“which. directed the letter toa congregational the apostle wrote in the prosecution of his: 


tircle, that we .are indebted for-the.preserva-. many-sided labors. 
tion..of the document—the only. one of the 
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“ing whatever to do; ‘he former ee on nie contrary, its own definition of 
subject. by means of con, which again does not stand: im any connection 
with rv xiorw, [XLII b.] Comp. Col.i. 4. The usual objection to the 
interpretation faithfulness, namely, that the dogmatic sense of ior is the 
stated one when it goes along with ayar7, does not hold good, inasmuch as 

- dyary stands first (comp. also Gal. vy. 22); in the stated, combination. of 
faith and love the faith precedes (in acco ordance with the inner genetic. 
relation, Gal. v. 6), as 1 Cor, xiii. 13; Eph. i. (15; Col.i4; 1 Thess. i. 8, iii. 

6; 1 Tim. i. 14; 2 Tim. i. 18, al; hence the transposition r. qiorw x. rt. 
ayaryy is found here too in D-E, min. vss. and Ambrosiaster. The inter- 
change of rpé¢ and et¢ can occasion no surprise, inasmuch as Paul is 
fond of varying the prepositions (see on Rom. iii. 20; Gal. ii. 16; Eph. i. 
ies as this is also of frequent occurrence with classical writers, without the 
design of expressing a cea relation. On rpéc, comp. 1 Thess. i. 8; 

4 Mace. xv. 21, xviv 22; Dem. 656, 19; Lucian, Tox, 41. It is to be: 
observed withal, that the stated notion: faith in Christ, is never indicated 
by tpde, a fact which likewise tells against the ordinary interpretation. 

Ver. 6. "“Oxwe .7.4.] [XLII ¢.] cannot, as is wswadly held (also by Winer, 
de Wette, Demme, Koch, Ellicott, Bleck, and Hofmann), introduce the 
aim. of the intercession, ver. 4, since prvelay cou rab. K.7.4. Was only an | 
accompanying definition, and dxotwr «7.4. already pointed back to ebyapora 
wt.As (see on yer. 5). It attaches itself (so rightly, Grotius, Bengel, Wie-. 

_ singer, Ewald) in its telic sense (not in the sense of so thal, as Flatt and 

~ older expositors would have it taken) to ver. 5, specifying the tendency of 

py &yece. For the sake of making this attachment Paul has put the jv exec, 
which would be otherwise superfluous—j xocvavia tie mlotede cou), 

[XLIII d.] isby no means to be explained as if 4 xomwvia cov tie mlorews 

(or cov ei¢ tiv wiorev) stood in the text, which would have to be the case, 

if we take the rendering of Hofmann (“the fellowship of faith, in which 

Philemon stands with his fellow-believers”). . In order to the right interpre- 

. tation observe further, on the one hand, that xoworia’is with Paul, as 
‘mostly also with classical writers, when it isnot accompanied by the geni- 

tive of the personal pronoun (Phil. i..5), always so employed, that the 

genitive therewith connected denotes that with which the fellowship, or in 

which, the participation, takes place (1 Cor. i. 9, x. 16; 2 Cor.. viii. 4, xiii. 

13; Phil. ii. 1, ii. 10; Eph. iii. 9, Elz), consequently is the genitive not 

subjecti, butobject ; aud, on the other hand, that comovia signifies not com-— 

--municatio, bat. comnvunio, consortium, Accordingly there is at once set 
-aside—(1) the traditional interpretation since the time of Chrysostom and 

.Theophylact: “fides tua, quam: communem nobiseum. habes,” Bengel, 
comp. Luther, Wetstein, and many ; in which case the genitive has been 
taken. subjectively, as by. Wiesinger: thy faithi fellowship with all saints; 
and by Ewald: “that thou believest. in Christ not merely for thy: self.” 


. And there fall also (2). all: interpretations, which transform the 
notion of komevia into commiunicatio, such as. that of Beza:. “ officia 












A Comp. Castalio, Cornelitis.a Lapide : Estius, Hammond, Heinrichs. 
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benignitatis in sanctos promanantia. ex. fide efficaci.” Silat also 
Jalvin: “fidei communicationem appellat, quam intus non latet otiosa, 
sed per veros effectus se profert ad homines ;” he is followed substantially by. 
de. Wette (and Koch): “the conimunion of thy faith (genitivus subjecti), 
as well in the display of love towards individuals as in the advanecment of the 
gospel,” which latter element cannot be brought hither from cuvepy., ver, 
1, and is out of place (comp. ver. 7). As the correct interpretation mere 
remains only this, keeping the notion of xiore in consistency with ver. 5 


_ the fellowship entered into with thy Christian fidelity. So faithful a Chultion 


as Philemon draws all other saints (ver. 5), who come into relations of 
experience with him, sympathetically to himself, so that they form with 
him the bond of association unto like effort, and therewith become. 
xowovot of his risric-—évepyie yévytat x,7.4.] [XLIIL ¢.] This fellowship 
with his fidelity is not to be an idle sympathy, but to become effective,! to 
express itself in vigorous action—this is what Philemon wishes and aims 
at—and that by virtue of the knowledge of every Christian saving-blessing2— 
a knowledge which, in such pious fellowship, unfolds itself ever more 
fully and vividly, and which must be the means of powerfully prompting 
all Christian’ activity (Eph. i.17 f.; Col. ii.2, iii, 10), And the final aim 
of this activity? Toward Christ Jesus it is to take place, te. el¢ Xp. ’L, 
which is neither, with Calvin, Estius, and others, to be annexed to rot éy 
juiv, nor, With Hofmann, to ayafod, nor even, with Grotius, to iorews, but 


to évepy. yévy7at, in which case alone it has the significance: Christ Jesus’ 
will, work, kingdom, honor, and so forth, are to be their holy destination 
and relative aim, Consequently the whole passage might be paraphrased 


something in this way: And with this thy Christian fidelity thou hast the 
sacred goal of fellowship in view, that whoever enters into the participation 
of the same, may make this partuking through knowledge of every Christian 


blessing effective for Christ Jesus. An appeal to the profound Christian 
~ gonsciousness of Philemon, by way of preparation for the desiened inter- 


cession.on behalf of Onesimus, whom Paul in fact was now on the point 


of introducing to that kowwvria rig xiorewe of his friend! Respecting the 


manifold other explanations of évepyi¢ yévyras x.7.2., ib is to be observed, on 
the one hand, that we have not, with many (including Wiesinger and Hof 
mann), arbitrarily to restrict the notion of évepyy¢ to the exercise of love, 


but to extend it to the collective activity of the Christian life ; and, on the other 


hand, that as the subject of the xoweria is not Philemon, but others (comp. 
also Bleek), the latter, namely the xoevwroi rig wioreée cov, must also be the 
subject of éxtyvwow; by which all expositions, according to which Philemon 


is held to be this knowing subject, are set aside, whether wavra¢ ayalod be 


taken in the moral sense, of every virtue (Chrysostom), of good works and 
the like, or (although in itself correctly) of the Christian blessings. of 


iThe translation. of the Vulgate, evidens, is : enriched ‘us (comp, on 2 Cor. viii. 9), are faith, 


‘based upon the reading évapy%s; socodd. hope, love, patience, peace, joy in. the Holy 


Lat. in Jerome, Pelagius (Clar. Germ. : mani- Spirit, ete: In devout fellowship these become 
festa). -. ever more fully, vividly, and experimentally 


. *Such blessings, by which Christ has - known as regards their nature and value. 
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salvation, which are to be oa Hence: we have to deck the interpre- 
tation of Oecumenius: ia Tov breyvaval ce Kat apdrrew wav ayaidy, in 
which case the doing is arbitrarily imported, as is also done by Theophy- 
lact, according to whom émiywacken is held to be equivalent. to dyaray xat 
perayerpiectac. So likewise in snbstance de Wette, who mixes up moral 
action as keeping equal pace with moral knowledge, and takes rd é duly 
as: the good which is-as. to principle and spirit in us Christians; he is 
» followed by Demme and Koch. We have further to reject the explana- 
~ tion of Flatt (so in substance also Osiander, Calovius, Bengel): “thy faith 
shows itself active through love, by means of a grateful recognition of all the 
benefits,” ete., or (as Wiesinger puts it): “inasmuch as it (namely, thy — 
fellowship of faith) recognizes—which is possible only for love—in the other 
the good which is in him.” We have to set.aside, lastly, the explanation of | 
Hofmann, who, after the example of Michaelis, retaining the reading éy 
épiv, and taking qavric dyafov as masculine, finds in éy émyvdoer x.7.A, the 
meaning, thatevery onein the Christian sense good, every true Christian among 
the Colossians? Philemon should know as being that which he is; only by 
virtue of such knowing would his fellowship of faith show itself effectively 
operative through the exercise of Christian love—which would noé be the 
ease with those “ whose Christian virtuousness he failed to know.”. rasmus, 
Castalin, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Pricaeus, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, and 
others, have done rightly in not referring the érveo¢ to Philemon as the.” 
knowing subject,but wrongly in understanding éiy». of be coming noun, 28 e. I: 
Erasmus, Paraphr. ; “adeo ut nullum sit officium Christianae caritatis, in 
quo non sis et notus et probatus.” Beza: “ut hac ratione omnes cgnoseant 
et aaa van race sitisin Christo,” ete.—déyalot | Comp. Rom, xiv. 
16; Gal. vi. 6; Luke i. 58, xii, 18,19; Heb. ix. 11, x. 1; Eeclus, xii. 1, xiv. 
25; al, 3 may Lee To ev a really expresses quite the same thing as-is 
expressed at Eph. 1.3 by waoa etdoyia rvevuariny——rot by ypiv] applies to 
the Christians generally, these being regarded. as a whole. The blessings 
are in the Christian community. 
Ver. 7. [XLII f.] Not the assigning of a reason for the intercession (de 
: Wette and others; see in opposition thereto, on ver. 6), but a statement of 
. the subjective ground (the objective one was contained in ver. 5 f.) of the 
“thanksgiving, ver. 4. Jerome already aptly remarks: “plenius inculcat 
et edocet, quare dixerit: gratias. ago,” ete.—yapdr'] enrphatically, prefixed. 
The aorist é¢ gov (see the critical remarks) relates to the point of time, 
at which the axote, ver. 5, had hitherto taken place—moAajv] applies 
to both substantives. —rapdence] for Paul is déoptoe, week 9; Comp. 
Rapmryopia, Col. iv. br. ra oma. «.7.2.] More precise explanation to én 
TH dydry cov: because, namely, the hearts (comp. ver. 20,-as also 2 Cor. vi. 
“12, vit, 15 ; Phil. i. 8; al.) of the saints are refreshed by thee. There is no 
more di information as td: the work: of love referred to; and it 


LWho interprets: “as often as ‘thou ‘comatt 
_ to know a good man among the Colossians!” Mavs, 
2If the reading éy dpi were genuine,’ it 
eould, only, i in’ sacordanse. will 





be referred. to Philemon himself and to those 
adduced along with him in-ver. 2. The Col- 
 ossian church f& brought in agter.o Hkly arbi- 
ary way ERY, Michaelis and Hofmann. 
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is quite arbitrary to refer ray dy. ‘eeially to the poor Christians (Grotius, 
Rosenmiiller, and others), or even still more specially to “the mother- 
church of Christendom” (Hofmann), which is not to be made good either 
by 1 Cor. xvi. 1 or by Rom. xii. 18.—dde4oé] not emphatic (“ brother 
in truth,’ de Wette, whom Koch follows; comp. Erasmus, Parephr.), 
but touching affection, Comp. Gal. vi. 18. 
Ver. 8. [On Vv. 8-17, see Note XLIV. pages 418, 419.] Add] aeolnine the 
ground for the following dia 7. aydr, ie mwapaxaaa: Wherefore (because 
Thave so much joy and solace from thee), although Iam by no means 
wanting in great boldness (1 Tim. iii. 13; 2 Cor. iii. 12; Phil. i. 20) to 
enjoin upon thee what is becoming, I will rather for love’s sake exhort, will 
make exhortation take the place of injunction. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact (comp. also Theodoret), Erasmus, Michaelis, Zachariae, and 
others attach dé to the participial assertion. This is unpsy cholowival: 
what Paul has said in ver. 5 [7] accords not with commanding, but with 
entreaty.—év Xpior6| In Christ, as the element of his inner life, Paul 
knows that his great confidence has its basis. But this fellowship of his 
with Christ is not merely the general Christian, but the apostodic, fellow- 
ship.—rd dvixov] that which is fitting, that is, the ethically suitable ; Suidas: 
ro mpérov ; nob used in this sense by Greek writers. Comp. however, Eph. 
vy. 4; Col. i. 18; 1 Mace. x. 40, 42, xi. 85; 2 Mace. xiv. 8. Thus Paul 
makes that, which he desires to obtain from Philemon, already to be felt 
as his duty.—ded tiv dydryv] is understood by some of the love of Philemon 
(Calvin and others, Cornelius a Lapide: ‘ut scilieet solitam tuam 
caritatem in servum tuum poenitentem ostendas”) ; by others, of the love of 
the apostle to Philemon (Estius and others); by others again, gv kayo tyo mpéde 
oe, kat ob mpoe éué (Theophylact; comp. Oecumenius and others; Grotius: 
“ner necessitatem amicitine nostrae”). But all these limitations not 
expressed in ‘the text are arbitrary; itis to be left general: on account of 
dove, in order not to check the influence of the same (which, experience 
shows, is so great also over thee), but to allow it free course. It is the 
Christian brotherly love in abstracto, conceived of as a power; 1 Cor. xiii. 
- Ver. 9 f. [XLIV b.] Before roitog we have to place a full stop; the 
- participial predication retrace dy sams up the quality which was expressed 
in ver. 8 by woAAjy ... waddov rapaxaad; and lastly, é¢ Tabaog . . . Xpiorod 
‘supports the wapaxadé ce n7.2. of ver. 10, from a consideration of the 
personal position of the apostle in such a way, that the granting of the 
request could not but appear to Philemon as a matter of dutiful affection. 
Consequently: Seeing that I am. so constituted since such is my manner 
of thinking and dealing, that, namely, in place of commanding thee, I 
-yather for love’ s sake betake myself to the wapaxateiv, I exhort thee as Paul, 
etc. A very mistaken objection to this view of rowtro¢ dv is that Paul 
would not have said. at all that he was so-constituted, but only that he did — 
80 in the given case (Hofmann, following Wiesinger). Fle, in fact, says even 
now with Tootrog ap tse Tf that such is his nature. Observe, moreover, that 


ie ‘The Vulgate erroneously reterréd éy to Philemon: Af ‘eum sis tals” which Gofnelius a 
Lapide ey defends, ft 
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salvation, which are to be known. ‘Hence we have to reject the interpre- 
tation of Oecumenius: dia rod éreyvavai ce Kal xparrew wav dyaddy, in 
which case the doing is arbitrarily imported, as is also done by Theophy- 
lact, according to whom érzycrdanew Is held to be equivalent.to ayaray xat 
usrayepicecta. So likewise in substance de Wette, who mixes up moral 
action as keeping equal pace with moral knowledge, and. takes rd éy qyuiv 
as: the good which is-as to principle and. spirtt:in us Christians; he is 
followed by Demme and Koch. We have farther to reject the eal? 
tion of Flatt (so in substance also Osiander, Calovius, Bengel): “thy faith 
“shows itself active through love, by means of a grateful recognition of all the 
benefits,” etc., or (as Wiesinger puts it): “inasmuch as it (namely, thy 
fellowship of faith) recognizes—which is possible only for love—in. the other 


the good which is in him.” We have to set aside, lastly, the explanation of » 


Hofmann, who, after the example of Michaelis} retaining the reading éy 
—duiv, and taking ravri¢ dyafod as masculine, finds in év émeyrdoe: x.7.A, the 
meaning, thatevery one in the Christian sense good, every true Christian among 
the Colossians? Philemon should know as being that which he is; only by 
virtue of such knowing would his fellowship of faith show itself effectively 
operative through the exercise of Christian love—which would not be the 
case with those “whose Christian virtuousness he failed to know.”, rasmus, 
Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Pricaeus, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide,. and 
others, have done rightly in not referring the éxiywow” to Philemon as the 
.. knowing subject,but wrongly in under standing éxiyy. of becoming known, as eg. 
Erasmus, Paraphr.: “adeo ut nullum sit officium Christianae caritatis, in 


~~ quo non sis et notus et probatus.” Beza: “ut hac ratione omnes agnoseant - 


et exportantur, quam. divites sitisin Christo,” ete—dyatlot] Comp. Rom, xiv. 
16‘ Gal. vi.6; Luke i. 53, xii. 18,19; Heb. ix. 11, x. 1; Ecelus, xii. 1, xiv. 
25, al); way ayafov 7d é» quiv really expresses quite the same thing as is 
“expressed at Eph. i.8 by waioa ebdoyta mvevuarich, —rob ty juin] applies to 
the Christians generally, these being regarded. as a whole. The blessings 
are in the Christian community. 

‘Ver. 7. (XLTIT £] Not the assigning of a reason for the intercession (de 
Wette and others ;. see in opposition thereto, on ver. 6), buta statement of 
the subjective ground (the ohjective one was contained in ver. 5 f.) of the 
thanksgiving, ver. 4. Jerome already aptly remarks: “plenius inculcat 
et edocet, quare dixerit: gratias ago,” ete—yapdé:] emphatically. prefixed. 
. The aorist éovov (see the critical remarks) relates to the point of time, 

at which the deotecw, ver. 5, had hitherto taken place—o2A4r] applies 

to both substantives : eaphgcie| for Paul is décuioe, vv. 1, 9. Comp. 
“-mapiryopia, Col.iv. Ltr. ra od. «7.2;] More precise aitplanation to éxt 
Th dyann, cou: because, namely, the hearts (comp. ver. 20,-a8 also 2 Cor. vi. 
12, vil, 155 Phil. i. 8, al.) of the saints are refreshed by thee. There is no 


more particular information as to: the work of love referred to; and it 


» 


1 Who interprets “as often as thou comest be referred to Philemon hinnself and to those 
to know'a good man among the Colossians?” adduced along with him in ver.2: The Col- 
ST the reading é év duty were genuine, it. ossian church is brought in after a Faely arbi- 

_ could only, in accordance with the context, trary way by Michaelis and Hofmann. | 
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is quite arbitrary to refer rv dy. specially to the poor Christians (Grotius, 
Rosenmiiller, and others), or even still more specially to “the mother- 
church of Christendom” (ifofmann), which is not to be made good either 
by 1 Cor. xvi. Tor by Rom. xii, 18—ddeagé] not emphatic (“brother 
in truth,” de Wette, whom Kock follows; comp. Erasmus, Paraphr,), 
but touching affection. Comp. Gal. viiIS . : 
Ver. 8, [On Vv. 8-17, see Note XLIV. pages 418, 419.] Ad] explains the 
ground for the following da 7. dydw. padAov rapaxada: Wherefore (bec: ase 
Ihave so much joy and solace from thee), although Iam by no means 


‘wanting in great boldness (1. Tim. iii. 138; 2 Cor. ili. 12; Phil. i. 20) to 


enjoin upon thee what is becoming, I will rather for love’s sake exhort, will 
make exhortation take the place of injunction. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact. (comp. also Theodoret), Erasmus, Michaelis, Zachariae, and 
others attach 6:6 to the participial assertion. This is unpsychological; 
what Paul has said in ver. 5 [7] accords not with commanding, but with 
entreaty.—iv Xpiord| In Christ, as the element. of his inner life, Paul 
knows that his great confidence has its basis. But this fellowship of his 
with Christ is not merely the general Christian, but the apostolic, fellow- 
ship.—rd avixor] that which is fitting, that is, the ethically suitable; Suidas: 
To mpérov; not used in this sense by Greek writers. Comp. however, Eph. 
vo 4; Col, iit, 18; 1 Mace, x. 40, 42, x1. 85; 2 Macc. xiv. 8 Thus Paul | 
makes that, which he desires to obtain from Philemon, already to be felt 
as his dity.—ded tiv aydryv| is understood by some of the love of Philemon 
(Calvin and others, Cornelius « Lapide: “ut scilicet solitam tuam 
earitatem inservum twum poenitentem ostendas”); by others, of the love of 
the apostle to Philemon (estius and others); by others again, #v Kaya Exo wpde 
oe, kat ob mpog éué (Theophylact; conp.Oecumenius.and others; Grotius: 
“per necessitatem aniicitiae nostrae”). But all these limitations not 
expressed in the text are arbitvary; itis to be left general: on account of 
jove, in order not to check the influence of the same (which, experience 
shows, is so great also over thee), but to allow it free course. It is the 
Christian brotherly love im abstracto, conceived of as a power; 1 Cor. xiii. 
Ver. 9 f EXLIV 0.] Before rawictog we have to place a full stop; the 
participial predication rostro¢ Gv sums wp the quality which was expressed. 
in ver. 8 by woAAjw ... waAdov rapaxaad; and lastly, o¢ Matador... Xpiorob 
supports the wrapaxcaad ce «7.4. of ver. 10, from a consideration of the 
personal position of the apostle in such a way, that the granting of the 
request could not but appear to Philemon as a matter of dutiful affection. 
Consequently: Seeing that I am so constituted} since such is my manner 
of thinking and dealing, that, namely, in place of commanding thee, I 
rather for love’s sake betake myself to the wapanaiet», I exhort thee as Paul, 
ete, A very mistaken objection to this -view of rowirog dv is that Paul 


would not have said at all that he was so constituted, but only that he did 
80 tn the given case (Hofmann, following Wiesinger). He, in fact, says even 
s now with Towobrog éy tself that such is his nature. Observe, moreover, that 


ithe Vulgate erroneously referred dy to Philemon: * cum sis talis,” which Cornelius 9 
Lapide Cen, defends, 
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he supporting elements, o¢ Tiabioe’ K tide, are sipefiel with all the enyphasis 


of urgency to the mapaxara, sinde in them lies the progress of the repre- 
sentation, namely, that which comes in as additional to the rapaxada, 
already said before. Usually towirog is taken as preparative, so that de 
Tabor «7.2. is the more precise explanation of it: in which case some (as 
‘Luther, Calvin, and others, including Flatt, de Wette, Wiesinger, Ewald) 
find only two elements, taking o¢ I. mpeoBirye together; others (most 
expositors since the time of Chrysostom, including Bleek and Hofmann), 
three elements—IabAoc, mpecBiryc, Séoyioc. Expositors have differed in 
defining the significance of the particulars in their bearing on the matter in 
hand} while recognizing on the whole the “pondus ad movendum 
Philemonis animum” (Estius). According to de Wette (comp. Wetstein), 
rotobroe dw k.7.4, is to be held parallel to the participial clause of ver. 8, in 
accordance with which the participle would thus have to: be resolved 
by. although. But. the whole mode of interpretation, which takes 
rotovrog ag preparative, is untenable. It must of necessity point back, 
summing up under the notion of personal ‘quality what was said by 
moAAgy ... wrapaxare in ver. 8; for if rocodtoc ds not. already defined (as ts 
here the case by reference to ver. 8), it may, doubtless, become orice 
either by an adjective immediately following, or by a following oto¢,? or 6¢% 
or dco¢,* or by Sore with the infinitive ® bitt. never by oc, which neither 
actually occurs (the usually cited passage from Andocides in Wetstein, de 
Wette has rightly described as not here relevant®) nor can take place 
_. logically, since dc, that is, as (not like, which it means after rocdvde in Aesch. 
. Pers. 180), already presupposes the definiteness of rowitrog, This more 
_ precise definiteness is not, however, to be relegated to the mere conception 
or mode of view of the writer (Wiesinger: “TI, in my circumstances”), 
according to which é¢ is then held to introduce an appositional definition, 
to which also Bleek and Hofmann ultimately come; but it is to be taken 
from what Paul has previously said, because it results from that quite 
simply and suitably, Comp. on rowbrog 6», which always in classical 
writers also—where it is not followed by a eorresponding otog, &¢, Boog, OF 
: fe feamnly denotes the quality, disposition, demeanor, or the like, 


(L808, 9. Erasmus, Paraphes: “Quid enim 4Plato, Conv. p. 199 D; Dem. 41, 3. 

neges roganti? primum Paulo » cum Paulim 38Xen. Anab..iv. 4.2; Plat. Phaed. p..92:B; 
dico non paulum rerum tibisignifico; deinde «Heb, viii. 1. 

sent: noninihil tribui solet et actati....nune 





“etiam vineto: in precibus nonnihil ponderis 
habet ot calamitas obtestantis; postremo vine- 
to Jesu. Christi: sie vincto fayere debent, qui 
profitentur Christi. doctrinam.” Similarly 


Grotiug and others; while, according to Hein- 


richs, by TadAos. there ‘was to ‘be awakened 


- gratitude; by mpeoB. the readiness: to oblige, . 
natural towards the, aged; and by Séojetos "I. 
Xp: compassion, Hofmann: holds: that“ the 
name Paut puts Philemon in mind of all that. 
makes it a historical one,” and that the im- 
pression of thisbecomes thereupon confirmed - 


: byt the. other two elements, 


4Isocr. Paneg. 21. 
5 Plato, Conv, p. 178 D, al. 
6The passage runs: 6 88 mévrev Sewsrardy 


: forty To.odTos dy ts elvous TS. Sime, rovs Adyous 


mwovetrar. Here, precisely as in our passage, 
as ebvous belongs not to ToLodTos wy, but to 


“what follows, and: rotodros dy, sums up what 


had been said before—The comparison of 


-todode,- Hom. Od, xvi. 208 (Hofmann), where. © 
besides no's follows, is unsuitable, partly’ 
on the general ground of ‘the well-known 
diversity of meaning of the two words (comp, a 
Kuhner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 7, 5), which is not.to 
: bandonod without, special: reason, partly 
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more precisely indicated | before? Iti is ee to: be noted, (1) that the 
true explanation of towtroe dy «7.2. of itself imperatively requires that we 
connect these words with the following mapaxadd (Flatt, Lachmann, who, 
however, parenthesizes ad¢ Tadtoc, de Wette, Wiesinger, Ewald, Bleek, 
Hofmann), not with that which precedes (as formerly was usual), in which. 
case the second mapaxaad is understood ‘as resumptive, an. obv (Theophy- 
lact), inquam, or the like, being supplied in thought (so Castalio, Beza, 
Hagenbach, and many). (2) The elements expressed by d¢ Tabac . 
Xpurot stand—seeing that wpeoBiry is a substantive and has not the 
article—in such relation to each other, that xpecBirye and vi 62 nad déopeog 
x74, are two altributive statements attaching themselves to TabAos; con-— 
sequently: as Paul, who is an old man, and now also a prisoner, etc. (8) 
The (flexible) notion of mpeoPirye must by no means have its meaning 
altered, as is done eg. by Calvin, who makes it denote “non aetatem, sed 
oficium ;” but, at the same time, may not be rigidly pressed in so con- 
fidential a private writing, in which “lepos mixtus gravitate” (Bengel) 
prevails, especially if Philemon was much younger than Paul. Observe, 
 withal, that the apostle does not use some such expression as yépor, but 
the more relative term mpeof.; comp. Tit. ii. 2 with the contrast tote 
veorépoug in ver. 6. He sets himself down as a veteran in contradistinction 
to the younger friend, who was once his disciple. At the stoning of 
Stephen, and so some twenty-six or twenty-seven years earlier, Paul was 
still veaviag (Acts vil. 58); he might thus be now somewhere about fifty 
years of age. EXLIV ¢]—déoneoe I. X.] asin ver. 1.—-récvov] tenderly 
affectionate designation of his convert (comp. 1 Cor. iv. 14£; Gal. iv. 19; 
1 Pet. v. 18), in connection with which the conception of his own child is 
brought more vividly into prominence by the prefixed {uot and by éyo 
(see the eritical remarks), and év roicg deo poic*? makes the recommenda- 
tion yet more affecting and urgent.—Ovgoyuov] Accusative, in accordance - 
with a well-known attraction; see Wi iner, p. 155 [E. T. 164]; PEUEEEE p. 
68 TE. T. 78]. 

Ver. IL. Ingenious allusion to the literal signification of the name (cur- 
rent also among the Greeks) ’Ovdaoc, useful. The objection of Estius, that 

Paul expresses himself in words derived from another stem (not: from 
dvivguw), presupposes a mechanical procedure, with which Paul is least of _ 
all to be charged. We may add that, while there were not such forms as 
avorpotuog and etovisruoc, doubtless he might, had he wished to retain the stem 
_ of the name, have employed dvdvyrog and dvyrdég (Suidas), or dr¢rwp (Pindar), 
or byyoupdpoc (Plutarch, Lucian), An allusion, however, at the same time 
to the name of Christian, as sometimes in the Fathers Xpiorcavée is brought 


beeause in that passage éy® rodo8e stands 2That the expression: in the bonds, was 


absolutely and deuerixas (hiece ego talis), so - 
_ that the following wa@iy «7A, helengs to. 
Haver. 


TPlato, Rep. p. 493 0; Xen. Anabd. iii. 1. 30; 
Hellen: ive 1. 383 Cyrop. i. 6,8; Soph. Aj. 1277 
(1298); Lucian, | Cont. 
: places, 


20, and many other | 


suitable only to Rome and not to Caesarea, is 
incorrectly inferred by Wieseler, p, 420; from. 
Acts xxiv. 23. See on that passage, It was 
likewise incorrect to assign the Epistle, on 
account of mpeoBdrys, to the alleged second 
imprisonment at Rome (Calovius). 
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into relation with yoyordc, is arbitrarily assumed by Cornelius a Lapide, 
Koch, and others, and the more so, as the expressions have already their 
occasion in the name Onesimus, and, moreover, by means of coi and éyot 
an individually definite reference. -—iypyotor] unserviceable, only here in 
the N. T. (comp. however, dobAee aypeioc, Matt. xxv. 80; Luke xvii, 10). 
A definition, wherein the uselessness of Onesimus in his service consisted 
_(the usual view from the time of Chrysostom : that he had robbed his mas- 
ter) does not appear more. precisely than in the hint ver. 18 f—vwt 62... 
ebypyotov] [XLIV d.] Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 21, iv.11; Plato, Pol. iii, p. 411 B; 
~ xphoysov && Gxpyotov éroinoey. The usefulness, which now belongs to Onesie 
is based simply on his conversion which had taken place, ver. 10, and 
‘consequently consists for Philemon in the fact, that his slave now will ren- 
der his service in a far other way than before, namely, in a distinctively 
Christian frame of mind and activity (consequently without eye-service and 
man-pleasing, o¢ 76 kupiy «.7.4., a8 it is expressed; at Col. iii, 29 ff.), and for 


Paul himself in the fact that, because the conversion of Onesimus is his 


work (ver. 10), in that transformation of the previously useless slave there 
has acerued to the apostle, as the latter's spiritual father, gain and recom- 
"pense of his labor (Phil. i. 22), the joy and honor of not having striven in 
-yain (Phil. ii. 16). Thus the benefits, which Philemon and Paul have 
respectively to enjoy from Onesimus as now constituted, are brought into 
contact and union? What a weighty and persuasive appeal was urged in 
-. the ingenious «at ézoi (comp. Rom, xvi. 18; 1 Cor. xvi. 18) is ut once felt. 
Ver. 12. The rectified text? is: dv dvéreybd coe od d8 abrov, rovréors rd 
dud orddyyva (without mpocdaBor). [XLIV e.]—On avéreupa, remisi, comp. 
Luke xxiii, 1L—-rovréors ra tua ordayyval that is, my heart, by which. Onesi- 
. mus is designated as an object of the most cordial affection. So Qecumenius, 
Theophylact, and many... éud has. an ingeniously-turned emphasis, in con- 
trast to cbrév. According to others, the thought would be’: éud¢ gerw vide, 
éx ray énav yeyévenrar onddyyvor, Theodoret (comp. also Chrysostom).* 
- But in this way the relation already expressed in ver. 10’ would be only 
_ repeated, and that in a form, which would be less in keeping with that 
spiritual fatherhood. Paul, moreover, statedly uses or2dyyva for the seat 
of the affection of love (2 Cor. vi, 12, vii. 15; Phil. i. 8, ii 1; Col. iii. 12; 
~Philem. 7, 20; comp. also Luke i.78; 1 John iii. 17), and so also here, 
where the person to whom one feels himself attached with tender love 
(which, according to ver. 10, is certainly felt as paternal; comp. Wisd. x. 


Bs ; 4 Mace. xvi. 20, 26) is designated by the lover as his. very heart, because | 


i foelings and inclinations are filed by this object. * When we set aside 


a Plato, Ty. P 204. B: pathos kat Expnorrosyt 3 hand: Winer, p 140 IE. T. us). 





teal Comp. ‘Misodere of Mopsuestia: aol. naire : 
“chy brypeciar, bake Kara. Thy aa hans hid Tob 


spdrov.’ 


3See the critical remarks, ‘The: text of ee 

Lachmann, 6y dven:-cor, abrov, rod7" gore. Ta 

a Sal ona, is followed by Hofmann, so that. 
> etry is in. apposition to év (see, on the other 


4S too Beza, Cornelius a Lapide, Heinrichs, 
and’ others, following the Syriac.’ See. in- 
~ stances in Pricaeus and Wetstein, and comp. » 


the Latin viscera. 


‘§Comp. on this ‘expression of feeling, the 


Platitine meum coreulum (Cas. iv. 4. 14), meum 
cor fieage: i. 2 tees 
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ee Tpogia Bod ag not genuine ied the critical Teeny. the verb is wanting, 
oe so that the passage is anacoluthic; the apostle is involuntarily withheld by 
bee the following relative clause presenting itself, and by what he, in the 
eae one lively flow of his. thoughts, further subjoins (ver. 13 ff) from adding the 
ca governing verb thought of with od 62 airév, until at length, after beginning 
Le anew sentence with ver. 17, he introduces it in another independent con- 

. nection, leaving the sentence which he had begun with ob 63 atrdéy in ver. 
“12 unclosed.. Comp. on Rom. v. 12 ff; Gal. ii. 162 With classic writers, . 
too, such anacoluthic sentences broken off by the influence of intervening 

thoughts are not rare, specially in excited or pathetic discourse? 

Ver. 18 f. Eyé] I for my part.—éPovdduq] I was of the mind. Comp. 
70éAnoa, ver. 14, and observe not merely the diversity of notion (BodAozar: 
deliberate selfdetermination, see on Matt. i. 19), but also the distinction 
of the tenses. The apostle formerly cherished the design and the wish 
(imperfect. Gov.) of retaining Onesimus with himself, instead of sending 
him back to Philemon, but has become of the mind (historical aorist 
H0éAnoa), ete. Thus 70é.. denotes that which supervened on the previous 
occurrence of the éova., and hindered the. realization of the latter. 
Observe that Paul has not used éSovadu av; that would be vellem—inip 
sow] for thee, ia. in gratiam tuam, that thou mightest not need thyself to 
serve me, [XLIV f.] trép accordingly is not here, any more than in any 
Pres other passage of the N. T., used asa precise equivalent to dvr/, although the 
eae, actual relation of representation les at the bottom of the conception in 
~ gratiam,; for Paul would have taken the service of the slave as rendered 
_by the master, to whom the slave belonged. Comp. Hofmann. This mode 

of regarding and representing the matter has nothing harsh about it, nor 
does it convey any obligation, which Philemon, had he been on the spot, 
would have fulfilled (Bleek), but simply. the trustful presupposition, that. 
Philemon himself would, if Paul had desired it, have ministered to him. 
in the prison, Of this, however, Philemon was relieved by the service of 
the slave, which in this way stood him in good stead. Schweizer, in the 
Stud. wu. Krit. 1858, p. 480, explains likewise correctly : for thy benefit, but 
takes this in the sense: “so that it would be a service rendered to thee, 
imputed to thee, so that ZT would be under obligation to thee.” But this 
would only have the delicacy and tenderness which are found in it, if the 
thought: “in order that he might serve me, with a view to place me 
under obligation to thee,” contained the design of Onesimus ; if, accordingly, 
Paul had written something after this manner: b¢ éfobAero pde Euavrdy 
pévew, iva x.t.2., which, however, would have asserted a self-determination 
incompetent to the position of a slave. No; as the passage is written, 
there is delicately and tenderly implied in the érép ood the same thought, 
which, in accordance with Phil. ii. 80, he might have expressed by iva 














1See generally, Winer, p. 628 ff. [E. T.5607  p. 442 f, 222, who rightly observes: “Hoc 5 
ff.]; Wilke, Rhetor. p. 217 f. . anacoluthiae genus inter seriptores sacros 

Jo 2g Plat. Symp. po 2i8 A; Ken. Anab. ii. 6. nulli frequentins excidit quam Paulo ap,’ 
18; and Kriiger in loc,; Aeschin. adv. Ctesiph, —_ opistolas suas dictanti.” 
256, and Wunderlich in loe.; Bremi, ad Lys. 
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pears 7d Gob torépnua; comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 17. Thus ingeniously does 
Paul know how to justify his éSovasupy x.7.4.—seeing that he would, in fact, 
otherwise have had no claim at all upon another's bondsman—by the 
specification of design wa trip cob K.7A —daxovg] direct representation by 
the subjunctive, “ita quidem, ut. practeriti, temporis cogitatio tanquam. 
praesens efferatur,” Ktihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2, 2-—kv toig deopoig rob 
evayy.] in the bonds, into which the gospel has brought me—in a position 
therefore (comp. ver. 9) which makes me as needful as deserving of such 
loving service.—ywple 62 x.7.2.] but without thy consent, that is, independent 
of it, I have wished to do nothing, and so have left that wish uneaesuited, in 
order that thy good may be not as from constraint, but from free will, The 
thought of the apostle accordingly is: But as I knew not thine own 
opinion, and thus must have acted without it, I was disposed to abstain 
from the retention of thy slave, which I had in view: jor the good, which 
_ thou showest, is not to be as if forced, but vohentary. If I had retained 
Onesimus for my service, without having thy consent to that effect, the 
good, which I should have had to derive from thee through the service 
rendered to me by thy servant drép oot, would have been shown not Jrone 
free will,—that is, not in virtue of thine own self-determination,—but as if 
_ compulsorily, just heeause independently of thy yrouy (“ non enim potuisset 
refragari Philenion,” Bengel').. Observe at the same time that 7d ayaléy 
-oov, thy gooul, that is, the good. which thow showest to others, is to be left quite 
in its generality, so that not the serviceable employment. of the slave 


_ specially and in concreto is meant, but rather the category in general, under | 


~~ which, in the intended application, there fulls thut special ayalév, which is 
indicated in ver. 18. The restriction to the given case is impracticable on 
a account of aAad card éxobowy, since Paul in fact did not at all intend to pro- 
“ eure the consent of Philemon and to retain Onesimus. This in opposition 
to the usual interpretation : “7d ayafév, te. beneficium taum hocce, quo 
afficior a te, st hune mihi servum concedis,” Heinrichs; comp. Bleek, But 
it is an error.also, with de Wette, following Estius (who describes it as 
probable), to understand under 7d dyal. cov the manumission? of the slave, 
or to understand it at least as “ also included” (Bleek), of which even in 
ver. 16 there is no mention, and for suggesting which in so. covert and 


enigmatic a fashion there would not have been any reason, if he had 


desired it at all (but see.on 1 Cor. vil, 21). According to Hofmann (comp, 
his Sehriftbeweis, IT. 2, p.412), 1d ayabéy cov is, like rd. xpyoriv tod Ovod at 
Rom. ii. 4, thy goodness, and thatthe goodness, which Philemon will show to 


Onesimus when he had returned into his position as a slave; this only then. 


~ becomes an undoubtedly spontaneous goodness, when the apostle refrains 
from any injunction of his own, whereas Philemon cowd not have done 
otherwise than refrain from punishing the slave for his escape, if Paul 
; had retained hin to himself, in which case, ther efore, Philemon might 


"1 Seneca, De Benef.: il. 4: “Si vis seire. ‘an : -2That the manumission did take. fie: has 
-welim, effice ut:possim nolle.’. Luther aptly: “been inferred: fromthe tradition that One- 


remarks: a ‘constrained will is not Lecco -, simus became a bishop. It may have taken \ 


but foluntan Saari ee ge Place,’ but it is not /mennt here, 
































have seemed to bo kind compulsorily. This explanation, brought out by 


the insertion of thoughts between the lines, is to be set aside as at variance 
with the context, since there is nothing in the connection to point to the 


definition of the notion of 73 dyatéy cov. as goodness towards Onesimus, 


but on the contrary this expression can only acquire its import through 
the delicately thoughtful ya drip cot pot deaxoviy Kr.A—do Kad dvayupy] 
emphatically prefixed, and é¢ expresses the idea: “so that dt appears 
as constrained.” Comp. Fritzsche, ad Rom. IT. p. 3602 

Ver. 15. Paul now supports his course of procedure in having given up 
his previous plan of retaining Onesimus with him, and in sending the lat- 
ter back, by the consideration.that the brief separation of the slave from 
his. master may perhaps have had the Providential destined aim, ete. 


This destined aim would have been in fact counteracted by the ulterior 


keeping apart of the slave from Philemon—réya] easily, perhaps, Rom. v. 
7. So also in classical writers, Lut more frequently conjoined with dé». 


Comp. for a similar use of tows, Luke xx. 18, and Buttmann, ad Soph. 


Phil. p. 180.4 A categoric assertion, although appropriate to the expres- 
sion of.a firm confidence, would have been less sparing of the feelings in 
the relation of the injured master to the fugitive slave, than the problem- 
atic mode of expression; it may readily be, that the way of the poipa Qeod 
has been such, etc,—éyepioty] eddies nai tiv vyiy xwpiopdiv Karel, iva pp 


TO dvdpuare the duyhg waposbvy tov deawéryv, Theophylact. The aim of sooth- 


ing underlies also the choice of the passive expression, as Chrysostom 


BAYS: obe eter” Eydpuev gaurdy , . Bob yap abrod Td KaTaoKebacpa TO ext 


roLTe avayupyou KTA—rpdig Gpav] Comp. 2 Cor. vii. 8; Gal. ii. 5; 1 Thess. 
11.17, This relative statement of time leaves it entirely undefined, how 
long the brief stay of Onesimus with Paul lasted.—iva] divine destined 
aim therein. Chrysostom and Jerome already refer to Gen. xlv. 5.—~ 


- alévov] not. adverb, which is ateviac, but accusative, so that the adverbial 


notion is expressed by way of predicate. [XLIV g.| Winer, p. 483 TE. 
T. 464]: Ktihner, I. 1, p. 284 f Erasmus aptly observes: “ipsum jam 
non temporarium ministrum, sed perpetuo tecum victurum.” The notion 
itself, however, is not to be taken as the indefinite perpetuo (Calvin, Gro- 
tius, and many), or more precisely per omnem tuam vitam (Drusius, Hein- 
richs, Flatt, Demme, and others), in connection with which Beza and 
Michaelis point to the ordinances of the law with regard to the perpetua 
mancipia (Ex. xxi. 6; Deut. xv. 17); but—as is alone consonant with the 
N. T. use of the word concerning the future, and the Pauline doctrine of 
the approaching establishment of the kingdom—in the definite sense ::for 
ever, embracing the expiring aiév otro and the ala péAAov attaching itself 
thereto, and presupposing the Parousia, which is still to be expected 
within the lifetime of both parties; but not, that the Christian brotherly 
union reaches into eternity (Erasmus, Estius, de Wette, and others); so 


VOn kara dvayn., by way of constraint (in dvayxacrtas, aA exovoiws; Thucyd. vill. 27.3; 
“the passive sense); by compulsion, comp. ~~ xaé’ éxovolay } mdvu ye avayxy, Plat. Prot. p. - 
Thueyd. vi. 10.1; Polyb, iii. 07. 5; 2 Mace. 346 B. | ea 
“xy. 2; onthe contrast, comp. 1 Pet. v. 2: ny. - 2Chrysostom aptly remarks: Kadas ro raya, 
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in the main ‘Also Hofmann: “as one oe remains to him for ever, not 
merely for lifetime; comp. Bleek —anéyne] Comp. Phil. iv. 18; Matt. vi. 
2, The compound expression (mayest have away) denotes ihe definitive 
final possession. 

Ver. 16, Altered relation which svith. the aldéviov abrov dréyerv Was to 
take effect, and thenceforth to subsist, between Philemon and Onesimus. 
 —obkére de dotdor] in this is implied not a hint of manwiméssion, but the 
fact that, while the external relation of slavery remains in itself unchan ged, 

the ethical relation has become another, a higher one (drip dSoddor), 
brotherly relation of affection (ade9. ayar.). Christianity does not abolish 
- the distinctions of rank and station, but morally equalizes them (comp. on 
toérara, Col. iv. 1;.1 Tim. vi. 2), inasmuch as it pervades them with the 
‘unifying consecration of the life in Christ, 1 Cor. vii. 21 f, xii. 13; Gal. 
iii, 28; Col. iii 11... To the o¢ the following érép is correlative: not 
“farther 4 in the quality of a slave, but in a higher manner than as @ slave; 
ddsigdu ayan., as a beloved brother, i is then the epexegesis of trép dodAov. 
And the latter is conceived of thus: so that he és beyond and above a 
dotAog, igs more than such?—ndduora éuol «.r.4.] belongs to added, dyar. In 
that view wadAcore has its reference in the relation of Onesimus to his 
fellow-Christians, with whom he has. hitherto been brought into connection ; 
- among these it was Paul, to whom he stood aost of all/—that is, in higher 
degree than to any other—in the relation of a beloved brother.—mécp 68 
- pahaov coi] since he is thy property, and does not enter into merely tem- 
_ porary connection with thee, such as that in which he stood. with me; 
Beever. 15.—tai év capxt cai év-cvp.| specifies the two domains, in which Onesi- 
~ mus will be to him yet far more a beloved brother than to the apostle, 
namely, in the flesh, i.e. in the sphere pertaining to the material nature of 
man, in things consequently that concern the bodily life and needs, and in 
the Lord, 4.e. in the higher spiritual life-sphere of fellowship with Christ. 


~ Accordingly, é» capxi Philemon has the brother ag a slave, and év kupiy 


the slave as a brother; how greatly, therefore, must he, in view of the 
‘mutual connection and interpenet ration of the two relations, have him, 
a3. well gv capxi as év xpiy, as a beloved brother! How much more still 
 (ndop 68 péadov) must Onesimus thus be such an one to Philemon, than 
to the apostle! The two domains of life designated by #y capsé and év vpi 
—which, connected by sai... sai, exclude the conception of ethical con- 


trast ’—~are to be left in all their comprehensiveness. Influenced by the. 


“erroneous | presupposition of manumission (see on ver. 15), de Wette 
thinks i in by capac of. the family elation into which the manumitted one 
enters. 

~ Ver. 1. Ob] resuming see on ver. 12, where the request, to’ which utter- 


“Wa eign 8 deamémns" Pedy: oie ee ! mentally supplied (Grotius, Storr, Fists 


" isp yoney 4 puyh Kal Svertpayenerys Siavoias, eal a wee on Cole iii. 23. 


‘. OUK dmb mpoatperecos, Adve TANG, oe Comp. Plato, Rep. p. 488 As Legg. viii. p. : 
a Dj ove oti trip dvOpwrov; 2 Mace. ix. 8. 
-8Comp. Eklund, odpt vocabuluns oP. Pal 


Ain accordance with this Christian-ideal = 
mode of view we have to leave oteére abso. 
» lute; and not to weaken. it by:névov to be - 









und 18125 Pe ay om ; 















vers, 16-18. aruba 7, | 


ance is only now finally gi given after the moving dig vressions vv. 18-16, 1 was. 
already to be expressed.—The emphasis, and that in the way of furnish- 
ing a motive, lies upon cocyvwvdv: EXLIV A.] if thou hast me asa partner, 
if thou standest in this relation to me,—according to which ueceee 
the refusal of the request would appear as proof of the contrary. As to 
this use of éyew, comp. on Matt. xiv.4. The notion of the xowwrla is not 
to be restricted more narrowly than is implied in the idea of Christian 
fellowship, and so of common believing, loving, hoping, disposition, work- 
ing, and go forth; while Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, and 
others bring out only the partnership of the ¢poveiy and the striving ; 
whereas others, as Estius, Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, Flatt, e al., explain 
xoverov as friend, and Beza and Bengel refer it to the community of 
property: “Si mecum habere te putas communia bona, ut inter socios. 
esse soleat” (Beza); comp. Grotius. The é¢ is: so as if thou receivedst ~ 
me, as if Tnow came to thee; for see ver. 12.1 On pocdafod, comp. oe 
“xiv. 1, xv. 7 : 
Ver. 18. [On Vv. 18-25, see Note XLV. pages 419, 420.] And herein the 
offence against thee, with which Onesimus is chargeable, is not to present 
an obstacle—<i] indication in a hypothetic form, so as to spare the feel- 
ings: Attic politeness, see Herbst, ad Xen. Mem. i. 5.1; Bornem. ad Con- 
viv. IV. se Winer, p. 418 [E. 1 5 4AB Hoinyoé ce] Gams: Col. iii: 25; 
Gal. iv. 12; Acts xxv. 10; In wh at the wrong done to Philemon by Onesi-. 
mus, ane ‘without doubt confessed to the apostle by the latter, actually 
consisted, is hinted in what follows.—j dgeiAec] or—more precisely to: - 
describe this qoinnce—oweth (anything). This applies to a money-debt (sce 
ver. 19). Accordingly the slave had probably been guilty, not merely in 
general of a fault in service which injured his master (Hofmann), but in . 
reality (comp. already Chrysostom) of purloining or of embezzlement, , 
which Paul here knows how to indicate euphemistically.. The referring 
it merely to the running away itself, and the neglect of service therewith 
connected, would not be (in opposition to Bleek) in keeping with. the 
hypothetical form of expression.—rowro] the 7, which he #dixyoé oe } dpet- 
det; hence we have not, with Grotius, Flatt, and others, to explain these 
two verbs of different offences (the former as referring to theft at his run- 
ning away, the latter to defi nication). —iuol thddya] set it down to my 
account ; “me debitorem habe,” Bengel. Friendly pleasantry, which in 
ver. 19 becomes even jocular (vera ydperoe tie mveyparege, Chrysostom), 
with which the subsequent twa yi Aéyo coe «7.2. is very compatible (in 
opposition to Hofmann), if it is correctly apprehended. On the form 
éAAoyaw we have not, with Fritzsche, ad Rom. v.18, at once to pronounce 
against it: “nulla est” (comp. Matthies: “stultum est”), since éAAoyéa 
likewise is only with certainty preserved in Rom. l.¢, and in Boeckh, 
Inser. T. p. 850. It is true Aoyde, in Lucian, Leziph. 15, means to be fond 
of speaking; but this single passage, in which the simple form is pre- 





tTheophylact: riva otk ay xaredvodmnge; Erasmus: “recipias oportet yelut alterum _ 
“gis. yap otk ay &édnoe IlabAov mpoosdgac@a, me.” 
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herve does: not suffice t to negative the use: of the word in the sense ‘of = 


reckoning ee 
Ver. 19. EXLV 0.] Promissory note under his own ad in \ which by the 


elsewhere so weighty éya Uataog (Gal. v.23 2 Cor. x. 1, al) the friendly 
humor of the connection is rendered the more palpable through force of 
contrast. Whether Paul wrote the whole Epistle with his own hand (the 
usual view; see already Jerome, Chrysostom, and: Theodoret), or, only 
_. from this point onward, cannot be determined. In the latter case the 


raillery comes out the more prominently. —ive py Ayo coe eta.) Comp. 
2 Cor ii. 5, and the Latin. ne dicam: “est exjua wapacwemfoews sive yeti- 
~ centiae, cam ‘dicimus omittere nos velle, quod maxime dicimus,” Grotius. ue 

The iva denotes the design which Paul has in the Spape ... dmorica; 

he will, so he represents the matter, by this his note of hand avoid saying 


tO, Philemon—what he withal might in strictness have to say to him— 


that he was yet far more indebted to the apostle. « [XLV ¢] Without: 


sufficient reason, Wiesinger after a harsh and involved fashion attaches 
Wa, notwithstanding the intervening clause, to redro guol d4Adya, and then 
os takes the cof, which according to the usual view belongs without empha- 
gis. to, Aéyo, as emphatic (sc, éaAdya); “that reckon to me, not to say: to 
thee.” So too Hofmann, according to whose arbitrary discovery in the 
repetition of the ¢dé the emphatic gut is held “to continue sounding,” 

until it finds in the emphatic coi its antithesis, which cancels it. Why 
_ should not Paul, instead of this alleged “making it sound on,” have put 
othe words tua py Adyw ool, bre «.. (because, according to Hofmann) imme- 
diately after rovro tuoi éA2dya, in order thereupon to conclude this passage 
with the. weighty éy@ TlaiAoc «7.2.2 Besides, there would be implied in 
~~ that: emphasizing and antithetic reference of the oot a pungent turn so 
directly and ‘incisively putting him to shame, that it would not be in 
- keeping with the whole friendly humorous tone of this part of the letter, 
which does not warrant us in presupposing a displeasure'on Philemon’s part 




















shaming hint, which the passage gives, is affectionately vetled in an appar- 
“ent reticence by a pp Aéyo cor n7.A, Chrysostom already Bays aptly : 
éyrpemtinas dua wat yapcévroc¢.—The coi added to Aéya is in keeping 
with: the confidential tone of the Epistle. Paul would not willingly 
a remind his friend of his debt,—sal oeaurdv} also thine own self, de tuo yap, 
é MG, Th WTI pial arfravoac kai bvreviev Sjrov O¢ tie aroorodunhe Heit) 
 §dackadtag & biden, Theodoret. Through his conversion he was indebted 
» to the apostle for his own self, namely, as subject of the fui adavoc. The 


ebes+ The cance pee namely, 1 ist att not to say to thee, that thou 


meriting so. deeply earnest a pulting him to shame (Hofmann). The very 


same view is found at Luke ix. 25. See on that passage.—mpocoget nen] 











he 1eel 413. 
of the conmonad would noi have been ov verlooked ae Luther, Flatt, 
and others). 
Ver. 20. Yea, brother, I mould fain have profit of thee in the Lord. ~yal] 
not beseeching (Grotius and many), but confirmatory (comp. on Matt. xv. 
27), as always: verily, certainly. It confirms, however, not the preceding 
Kk, ceauT, fot mpocogetace (de Wette and Hofmann, following Elsner),— 
against which may be urged the emphatically prefixed éyé (it must in 
that case logically have run: ood éyd dvaiy.),—but the whole intercession for 
Onesimus, in which Paul has made the cause of the latter Ais own.! He, 
he himself, would fain have joy at the hands of his friend Philemon in the 
granting of this request; himself (not, it might be, merely Onesimus) is 
Philemon to make happy by this compliance.—dvaiyyv] Expression of the 
wish, that this might take place (Xitithner, IJ. 1, _p. 198); hence the. counter- 
remark of Hofmann that it is not “I would fain,” but “may J,” is un- 
meaning” On the expression very current from Homer's time (Odyss. 
xix. 68, ii, 88), dvivayai rivoc, to have advantage from a thing or person, to 
profit thereby, comp, Wetstein; on the different, verbal forms of the word, 
Lobeck, ad Paryn. p. 12 f.; Ktthner, Ip. 879f In the N. T. itis drag 
Acydu.; but the very choice of the peculiar word supports the usual hypo- 
thesis (although not recognized by de Wette, Bleek, and Hofmann) that 
Paul intended an allusion to the name Onesimus? 
circumstance that the emphatic 4 ingeniously gives point to the anti- 


There is the additional |. 


thetic glance back at him, for whom he has made request ; comp. also. 


‘Wiesinger, Ellicott, Winer.—év xvpiw| gives to the notion of the dvaiuyy its 
definite: Christian character. Just so the following ty Xpeor@. Neither ~ 
means: for the suke of (Beza, Grotius, Flatt, and others). No profit of 
-any other kind whatever does Paul wish for himself from Philemon, but — 
that, the enjoyment of which has its ground in Christ as the ethical ele- | 
ment. Comp. yaipew ty mpiy, and the like —avdémavcoy xr.4.] [XLV d.] 
let me not wish in vain this éy@ cou dvain. év xup.! Refresh (by a forgiv- 
ing and loving reception of Onesimus) my heart: ra om Ady xv a, seat of 
loving emotion, of the love concerned for Onesimus, comp. ver. 7; not an 
expression of love to Philemon (Oecumenius, Theophyl act), nor yeb a 
designation of Onesimus (ver. 12), as is maintained by Jerome, Estius, 
Storr, Heinrichs, Flatt, and others. 

Ver. 21. Conclusion of the whole matter of request, and that “as if for 
a last precaution” (Ewald), with the expression of the confidence, to 
which his apostolic dignity entitled him (6raxof), although in accordance 
with ver. 8 he has abstained from enjoining. This, as well as the eida¢ br 








With this val, aéeAdé the humorous tone 
has died away, and, when Paul now inserts 
the need of his own heart and his hearty 
‘confidence as to the compliance of his friend, 
the intercession receives the seal of its trust- 

-ful-assurance of success, and therewith its 
‘elose. Chrysostom already aptly observes 
that the vat, ddeapé applies generally to.the 


mwpogAaBov requested, so that the apostle 


- wayTds, 


“agels Tray yaprerTig poy ay exeTat 
tov mporégpav Tay crovdatar.,’ 
2Gomp.. Eur. Hee. 997: fxtor’ bvatuny Tod 
mapovros, Ienat. Eph. 2: dvacuyy tua dia 
Rom. 5: dvainny tev Oypiov... 
eVXOMGAL KTA. ‘ 
1The allusion would have heen more easily 
seized, if Paul had written in some such way 


as: val, dere, énot ot ovijotpos elys. But, as 
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«x2, appended by way of climax as an accompanying definition to the 


meroltlag OTL K.T.ALy could not but entirely remove any possible hesitation : 


‘on the part of Philemon and complete the effect of the letter. Comp. 
already Chrysostom and Jerome.—«ai brép 6. Aéyw] what, i.e. what further 
deeds of kindness aver and above the receiving back which was asked for, 
the apostle leaves absolutely to his friend, without, however, wishing to 
hint in particular at the manumission of Onesimus (Bleek and Hofmann, 
following. older expositors); comp. on ver, 18 f. The certainty, however, 
that his friend will do still more, makes him the less doubt that ad the least 
what is requested will be done. Thus there is contained in this eiday «7.4, 
a, thoughtfully contrived incitement—’éyo] namely, in that which I have 
written. Observe the different tenses.—xai] not merely that which I say, 
but aiso. ; i 


Ver. 22. This further commission too—what a welcome, and wisely 


‘closing, indirect support to the intercession for Onesimus! oAA9 yap 4 
xapic xal.} reel) Wabdov édquoinrog, Chrysostom; and so the apostle, in fact, 
wished soon himself fo see what effect his intercession had had—daya 63 «ai] 
[XLV ¢.] that is, sinwtancously with that, which thou wilt do in the case 
of Onesimus. This is the sense of the adverbiel dua in all passages,’ even 
Col. iv. 8; Acts xxiv. 26; and 1 Tim. v, 18 (in opposition to Hofmann), 
and among the Greek writers, so that it by no means expresses merely 
the conception of being joined, that the one is to associate itself with the 
~ other (Hofmann), but the contemporary connection of the one action with 
the other; Suidas: éri tot card trav aitiv xapéyv. Bleck erroneously 
~-yenders: at the same time also I entreat thee ;' so, too, de Wette, as if dua d2 
Kal rapanaae or the like were in the text.—éroiuaté ar eviav] Paul hoped 
at that time for a speedy liberation; his ulterior goal was Rome; the 
journey thither, however, he thought of making through Asin Minor, where 
he also desired to come to Colossae and to take up his quarters (Acts xxviii. 
28) as a. guest with Philemon. Comp. Introd. to Colossians, 32. Observe, 
~ moreover, that dua dé kai presupposes so near a use of the seria, as doubt- 
less tallies with the shorter distance between Caesurea and Phrygia, but 
“not with the distance from Rome to Phrygia, specially since, according to 


“Phil. i. 25 f, ii. 24, Paul thought of journeying from Rome to Macedonia; | 
hence it would have been inappropiate and strange.on his part, if, start- . 


_. ing from Rome, he had already bespoken a lodging in. Culossde, and that, 


~ t00, one to be made ready so withow delay—izév and syiv apply to. 


- the persons already named, yy. 1,2. To extend the reference further, 
namely, to “the body of Christians amidst which Philemon lines? '(ELof- 
: mann), 4s unwarranted. The expression is individualiz zing. On yaptoé., 
may be granted, i.e. liberated in ft avor of you, comp. on Acts iil, 14, xxvii. 
24; on dd +. mpocevy. tu, Phil i 19. This hope was not fulfilled. 
Calvin leaves this | doubtful, Pile aptly adds: - BS Nihil tamen est absurdi, si 


he has axpiessed it, itis more delicate and \ eoratitation of fea. expressions of activity, 
yet palpableenough, éspecially forthe friend. 2 


of whom, he makes the request... : : here). - What. oot is as tomy, dua is. ag 
-1 Where, Hainely, there is mention. isa ‘the _Xpowendy (Ananonta, p. 18). 





which takes place or onght to take place’ (as: 





‘NOTES. | , 415 


spes, qualem de temporal, Dei beneticio | concepent 7 eum frustrate 


_ fuerit.” 


Ver. 23 f. Salutations from the same persons, Col. iv. 10-14.—~8 ouvaLy= 
pdaerée pov] See on Col. iv. 10. Here it further has expressly the 
specifically Christian character! Comp. déoncog év xupia, Eph. iv. 1—The 
Jesus Justus mentioned at Col.iv. 11 does not here join in the greeting. 
The reason for this cannot be ascertained. It is possible that this man 
was absent just at the moment of Paul’s writing the brief letter to 
Philemon. According to Wieseler, p. 417, he was not among those 1 in 
the abode of the apostle under surveillance (in OME): 

Ver, 25. See on Gal. vi. 18. 


Nores py AMERICAN Eprror. 


XLIT. Vy. 1-3. 


(a) The use of the word déoju0¢ in the salutation, instead of drdéorodoc as in the 
other Epp. addressed to individuals (1Tim,, 2 Tim., and Tit.), may be explained, as 
Meyeralso suggests, in connection with the peculiarly personal and private character 
of this letter. Itsuse instead of doiAog is notimprobably designed to affect the mind 
and feeling of Philemon,.as heshould read the request: which the letter conveyed. 
That the union of Timothy with himself belongs to. the salutation only (see 

Note I. on the Ep. to the Philippians), is made evident in this Epistle, by the fact 
that the urgency of the appeal in the following verses is founded on what Paul, 
not Timothy, had. done, and on Paul’s friendship alone. Moreover, the Apostle 
speaks only in the first person singular, not at all in the first person plural. The 
word déojwoc, which applies to Paul alone, may also, so far as it is correctly 
explained above as employed rather than doddoc, indicate the same thing. We 
may thus get from this Epistle a certain degree of confirmation of the view, that, 
in all the Pauline Epistles, the companions who are associated with the Apostle 
in the opening address have little share in anything beyond this—(b) That Phile- 
mon lived in Colossae is made probable, if not certain, by Col. iv. 9, where Onesi- 
mus is spoken of as é twov., By the word ovvepy® he is put into the same class 
with Mark, Aristarchus, Demas, and Luke (ver. 24); and, as he had a church at 
his house, we must believe him to have been a prominent worker in the Christian 
cause, who had co-dperated with Paul himself. Lightf. says, “it is a safe infer- 
ence from the connection of the names that Apphia was the wife of Philemon.” 
He adds: “ With less confidence, but still with «reasonable degree of probability, 
we may infer that Archippus was a son of Philemon and Apphia.”’ All that can 
be said upon this point is, that they are very closely united with the principal 
person addressed, in a letter which had reference to one of his slaves. They must, 
therefore, have been persons in such near relationship or friendship as to be asso- 
ciated with him in a letter of this altogether private character. The insertion of 
the name of Apphia before that of Archippus, who was a church officer, may be 


LYet éy Xpurrg ‘Iyood might also be con- rating it from the nearest word, with which: 
ceived as connected with domdzerat (Bleek) even Chrysostom in- lis oe enrently con- 
Comp.. Phil. iv. 21; Rom. xvi. 22; 1 Cor. xvi, nected it. 

19, There Is, howeyer, no reason for sepa- | 
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considered as piornd the view that fee was Philemon’ s wife-—(c) Lightf. sup- 
poses Archippus to have been connected with the church in Laodicea—his name, 
in Col. iv. 17, follows immediately after the allusion to the letter to that chureh— 
and that he was a presbyter, or perhaps an evangelist having a missionary charge. 


-Wieseler, also, supposes him to have belonged to.that church: Ell., Koch, Lumby, ~~ 


Meyer, and others, oppose this view, and regard him as of the church at Colossae. 
Meyer, in his notes on Col. iv. 17 (foot-note, page 391), says we should expect that 


_ if Archippus had not lived at Colossae, Paul would shave sent him a salutation, as . 


he does to Nymphas, Col. iv. 15, in connection with the Laodicean church, and 
~ would not have asked another church, but rather his own, to admonish him. How 
far the words in Col. iv. 17 are to be regarded as implying failure in the full dis- 
charge of duty on the part of Archippus, is uncertain. Certainly, the Apostle so 
far approved of him as to call him in this Epistle, which was written at the same 
time with that to the Colossians, his cvvorpatcorne, 


XLITL Vv. 4-7. 


(a) The comm, of recent date generally agree with Meyer in connecting mévrore 
with etyaporé. So Lightf Alf, Lumby, Koch, de W., van Oost., Hackett, Wies- 
inger, and others. EL, however, favors the connection with womwbyerng, RB. V. 
joins with the verb; A. V. with the participle. The close correspondence of the 
phraseology with that in Col. i. 3, 4, and the fact. that the two letters were written 
at the same time, make it altogether probable that the construction here accords 
‘with that which we find there. See note by Am. Ed. on that verse. dkobwy 
. suggests the ground of the thanksgiving ; but, of course, the thing heard of, rather 

than the hearing itself, (that is, the love and faith of Philemon), are the real cause 
of Paul’s gratitude to God.—1(b) The explanation of tiv ayaryy. . . dyfovg by assuming 
a ¢hiasmus, to which Meyer strongly objects, is supported by Alf, Hackett, Lightt,, 
-y. Oost, and others, in addition to those whom Meyer mentions. The correspond- 

ing passage in Col. i. 3, 4 favors this view. The suggestion of Lumby is worthy 
of notice, and may. perhaps give the best solution of the diffienlty. He says, “The 
‘Jove was displayed towards the Christian congregation, the faith toward the Lord 


Jesus Christ. But. they are so knit together where they truly exist, that St. Paul . 


speaks of them as both exhibited alike toward Christ and toward His people.” The 
interpretation of w/o as meaning faithfulness (Meyer) is contrary to all the pro- 
~-babilities of such a passage as this. Davies thinks that “we may understand fuith 
towards all the saints, in the light of the phrase which follows, cowavla rij¢ miarede 
‘dou, as meaning a readiness to. acknowledge the community of faith with all other 
believers.” This, however, can hardly be regarded as a satisfactory explanation, 
EU. suggests that, connecting miorw with both of the prepositional phrases, faith 
~ may be understood as having a purely spiritual reference as directed towards the 
Lord, and a more practical reference as directed towards the saints,—(¢) érac. of 
~ yer. 6 is joined by Meyer immediately with fv éyerc, as specifying the tendency 


of what is suggested by these words. This construction Alf. regards as “ perfectly _ 


inconceivable in a piece of Paul’s writing. ” He also considers the sentence as 
thus interpreted ‘“flatin the extreme.” ElL thinks it “utterly pointless” Lightf. 


declares the construction tobe altogether harsh and improbable.” Van Oost., with. 
a milder form of expression, says, “It seems to us by no means necessary and. 
; affords a Sense acne clear and simple. ‘The: more common view is that it is.to.-be-. 
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connected with pvefav cov rovotperoc. So, in addition to the writers mentioned by 
Meyer in his note, Lightf., Alf, Davies, v. Oost., Hackett, and others. Hackett’ 
claims that Eph. i, 16 furnishes an exact parallel to the present case, and shows’ 
‘that bree belongs with wo:oiu, But this can hardly be maintained, because the 
insertion of the clause axotwr x,7.4. here, which gives the ground of the ciyaptcré, 
separates the dre clause from root (which is not the case in Eph.), and thus 
throws the wooi into a much more subordinate position—making it appear, as 
Meyer says, as “only an accompanying definition.” The question as to the con- 
struction is one of much difliculty. As, however, in case the ézw¢ clause is joined 
with #v Exe, the sentence hecomes very peculiar in its form; as the letter is of 
that purely private and personal character which, more easily than. other letters 
or writings, allows such irregularities as the carrying over of a thought through 
an intervening clause to one that follows; and as in each of the three other letters 
(Eph., Phil, Col}, which belong to the same period of Paul's life with this one — 
addressed to Philemon, the declaration is made, after the words expressing thank- 
fulness, that the writer prays for the readers, and then a final particle introducing 
a'clause is added—it seems probable, notwithstanding the objections urged by 
Meyer, that the dza¢ clause is to be united with preiay xowbp. éxl ry mpocevyon, 
—(d) With respect to the words introduced by é7ae, the following points may be 
noticed :—1. If the clause depends on preiavy rotohy, «7.4., the fact that Paul’s 
_ prayers atthe opening of his Epistles generally have reference to the individuals 
addressed, and, in the case of the Epistles of this section, refer to the attainment 
of éxiyveorg on their part, points strongly towards the same understanding of this . 
verse. 2. The probability that this verse is, in its thought, introductory to the 
request which is made on behalf of Onesimus in the following verses, favors the 
reference of the words to Philemon himself. The action and feeling towards - 
Onesimus which are asked of him will be an example of what is prayed for in this 
clause. 8. The fact that in ver, 7 the thought passes again to dydry seems to 
show that, in the uniting of faith and love here, the Apostle has prominently in 
mind the active power of faith in the individual as going out, through love,’ from 
the individual towards others, 4. These considerations, which favor the reference 
of xowwvia, as well as all the other words, to Philemon, are opposed by the fact 
that where a genitive corresponding with t7¢ wiorews, as found here, occurs in the 
Pauline Epistles, it always, apparently, is objective. According to the analogy of 
other cases, therefore, the phrase means here the participation [of others] in thy 
faithless indeed, with Hofmann, 7 soc, 7. miot. is regarded as a. compound 
notion, gov depending on the whole phrase, thy participation in faith, which is hardly 
to be allowed. The things which point in opposite directions may, perhaps, be 
reconciled, either (x) by adopting communication as the meaning of Komavia, after 
the analogy of Heb. xili. 16—the communication of thy faith m the way of acts , 
of love, or (y) by understanding xaweria as having the sense of sharing with others, 
and rie riot, as a gen. of possession or of source—the participation with others which 
appertains to, or springs from, thy futth—(e) évepy7e¢ indicates the effective working 
of this xorveria in its outgoing towards others, and év ézy, «7.4, denotes the sphere 
in which this effectiveness has its life :-—~in the full knowledge of every good thing 
which belongs to Christians as looking towards Christ—for His honor, and haying 
Him as its end. The man whose cocvevia is thus tv érey. . 2. sig Xp. will treat 
others with Christian love, as Paul would have Philemon treat Onesimus—(/) 
ydp of ver. 7 gives the reason for the Apostle’s expression of thankfulness as he 
1 ae : 
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- hears of Philemon’s love, etc., and on ike ground of that love, ete. He is thus 

: thankful for this love always, as he had had much joy in view of the fact that the — 

hearts of the saints were refreshed by it. There can be but little doubt that éoyor 

and yepdv are to be accepted as. the: correct readings in this verse, instead of 
éoyouev or Exouev and yaper, ie, 


XLIV. Vv. 8-17. 


(a) Aud, which refers to the thought expressed in ver. 7, and thus to the joy and 
thankfulness filling Paul’s heart for Philemon’s love which goes out towards the 
saints, shows that the request with regard to Onesimus, which now begins, is so 
immediately connected with the introductory words as to determine the question 
of their interpretation.—(4) As to the connection of rovobro¢ oy, the passages cited - 
by Lightf, (Plato Symp. 181. E, Alexis, in Meineke Fragm, Com. iii. p. 99), seem 
to show, in opposition to what is allirmed. by Meyer, that rocodro¢ can be followed 
by dc, and the fact, also mentioned by Lightf, that all the Greck commentators 
connect the words in this way, must be allowed much weight. If this construc- 
tion is aliowable, it is more natural and simple than that for which Meyer con-. 
tends, who: begins a new sentence with rosobrog, and tr: uslates, “Seeing that I am 
s0 constituted, since, such is my manner of thinking and dealing, I’ exhort thee as 
Paul, ete.” On. Meyer's view, the rovbrog 4» becomes substantially a new taking 
up of woAaq .... dydrqv, and the whole sentence as far as waupaxudAa ce is a 
repetition of what has just been said. As to the question whether (if rocodrog is to 
be joined with dc) the clause is to be united with the preceding or the following 
rapakakG,—the close connection in idea of this clause with that of love, and. the — 
fact that the second mapaxa46 has a very natural emphasis if it begins the. new 
sentence, fuvor the view that it belongs with the preceding verb. al ») Light. 
conjectures that the word mpeopirye is either a form inserted in the text in place | 

of mpeoBenryc, or a form which, in the common dialect of Paul's time, was often 
‘used ag equivalent to it. The only reasons for supposing that Panl refers to him- 
self as an ambassador here, are the fact that he speaks of himself as such in Eph. 
vi, 20, (in that passage, however, he uses the verb apecfetw), and the difficulty, — 
whatever it may be, in the application to him of the term “aged man” at this 
time. These reasons have no serious weight. His age at the date of this letter 
may, not improbably, have been beyond sixty, and his many labors and trials, as 
all admit, may naturally haye led him, at times, to feel that he was growing old, 
even more rapidly than the years themselves would imply. That. Panl was under 
sixty at the’ time of writing the Hpistles of this period, is hardly consistent with 
the language which he makes use of in them, and. also in the Past. Epp. The 
conjectural reading or meaning which Lightf. suggests is to be admitted as possible, 
but scarcely as that which is most probable. It is recognized by R. V. in the mar- 
-gin-—(d) The emphatic repetition of his feeling of interest in Onesimus under 
: different: forms of expression—réxvov, tyémmoa tv roig déopoic, uot ebypyotov, Ta 
bua onddyxva, oe. karéyews—shows that. he must have become very deeply’ 
attached to. him, and also that he was desirous of urging Philemon by reason of 
this fact to give him a kindly reception.—(é) Tisch. 8, Treg, W. and EL, Alf, BR. 
V., agree with Lachm,, i in omitting od dé of. the text as given by Meyer at ae 
- beginning of his. note on ver. 12. “le this is the correct text, that translation is 
Heat which | is a ete in aR, Va whom T have sent (or, as oobsieye is probably: an epist- 
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-olary aorist, send) back to thee in his own person, that is, my very heart. Lightf., on. 


the contrary, supposes that a new sentence begins with abrév (even with this text), 
and that it depends on the idea of the yerb mpociapod, which, however, is, by 
reason of inserted clauses, deferred until it appears in another construction in ver, 
17,. The omission of xpocAafod in immediate connection with airév, if this were 


the idea in his mind, would seem remarkable even in Paul’s writings. If od dé 


is to be read, tpooAaBov, or some such verb, is almost necessarily supplied in 


thought, but this is not the case, if these words are omitted.—(f) brép faod (ver. 


13) is, as Meyer says, not equivalent to av7i god, What Onesimus. might be able 
to do, in case he remained with Paul, is conceived of as a service rendered on 
behalf of Philemon, since, being a servant of his, he would, in a sense, represent 
him in helping and comforting the Apostle. 7d dyafév cov refers to this same 


service regarded as good or benefit coming from Philemon. Meyer, ElL, Alf, and” 


others, give a more general meaning to rd dy. cov. Meyer objects to “the restric- 
tion of the expression to the given case,” because “ Paul did not at all intend to 
procure the consent of Philemon and to retain Onesimus.”” But Paul is speaking 
of the reason why he was unwilling to act without the consent of Philemon, and 
the fact that he did not intend to procure Philemon’s consent does not prevent his 
alluding to the service, in this way, in connection with the setting forth of that 
reason.—(g) That aidvov means for eternity is held by most of the recent commen- 


tators, That this is not necessarily the signitication of the word in such a case is’ 


admitted by Bleek, and is proved by such passages as Exod. xxi. 6. But, not 
improbably, this may be the correct view here, because of the contrast with mpdi¢ 
apar, and because the change in Onesimus had given him an entrance into the 
Christian life, which endures el¢ Cay atovwr, The word aicnvov in this verse is, 
as Meyer says, not an adyerb, but an adjective —(h) xacwrdy of ver. 17 can hardly 
mean here merely @ comrade or intimate friend, as Lightf. explains it. It rather 
has a sense connected with xomwvia, If thow holdest me to be (this is probably the 
meaning of éyeve, rather than simply hast) a partictpator, sharer, partner with thy- 


self in the Christian faith, ete, If 9 cowovia «7.4. of ver. 6 means the sharing 


with others which appertains to or springs from thy faith (as it is suggested in 
Note XLII d that it may mean), the connection between the two kindred words 
of that verse and the present one is very close. 


XLY. Vy. 18-25. 


(a) It would seem probable, though not certain, from the use’ of the word 
_ dgeiAet, that Onesimus had robbed Philemon before running away, and it is possible 
that this verb serves to define and specify the particular sense in which the more 
general word #dikjasv is used here,—showing that the wrong was a taking of 


money, which was still due (a¢ei2e, in the present tense).—(b) The verb &papa : 


(ver. 19) is clearly a case of the epistolary use of the aorist. There can be no 
doubt that it refers exclusively to the words éy@ aroriow, and this verse, accord- 


ingly, furnishes a proof that this aor. can thus apply to a passage which wholly’ 


‘follows it... Not improbably the whole letter may have been written by Paul with 
his own hand. But this verb does not prove this to be the fact, nor does it have 
any bearing. upon the question. It does not even prove that he wrote with his 
own hand all. the following verses—(e) Meyer makes iva py Aéyw depend on 


> Eypanpa, éya aoricw—I write this in order that I may not say, etc, This is pro- 
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_bably the correct explanation of the present verse. But, as Hackett says, there 
may be an omission of some such words as “accept this pledge” (which might 
easily suggest themselves) before iva yj, and it may have been left to the reader 
to supply them.—(d) The connection of dvdéravody pou ra ordayyva with the 
similar words in ver. 7 cannot be doubted. This fact sug evests that the whole 
letter is closely related to the introductory passage, and thus may have a bearing 
upon the interpretation of the difficult sentence in ver. 6, so far as the meaning of 
that sentence can be affected by the following context—(e) Ver. 22 indicates a 
- similar hope of release from imprisonment to that which we find expressed in 
Phil. ii, 24. Meyer regards the dva as implying a speedy liberation—“ at the 
same time with the fulfillment of my request respecting Onesimus [which Paul 
must have expected would take place very soon after the receipt of the Epistle], 
prepare me also a lodging.” He finds in this éya, also, an argument to show that 
the Apostle was at Caesarea when he wrote Eph,, Col, and Philem. This view, 
however, is not.made necessary by this word. The intercourse between Rome and 
Colossae may have been as easy and frequent, if not indeed more so, than that 
between the latter place and Caesarea. The arguments in favor of the view 
that Rome was the place where the three Epistles were written are, on the whole, 
satisfactory, and they are also sufficient to lead to the adoption of that view. 
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PREFATORY NOTE BY THE TRANSLATOR. 


Tae modern school of exegesis had its rise in Germany. — Its. excel- 
lence and peculiarity consisted in a rigid adherence to the philological 
characteristics of the sacred text, and its sole aim was to reproduce the 
exact meaning of the original, unbiased by preconceived views, 
Among modern exegetes, Meyer undoubtedly holds the first. place. 
His peculiar excellences, his profound learning, his unrivalled know- 

ledge of Hellenistic Greek, his exegetical tact, his philological precision, 
his clear and almost intuitive insight into the meaning of the passage 
commented on, and his deep reverential spirit, all qualified him for being 


an exegete of the first order. Indeed, for the ascertainment of the mean- . 
ing of the sacred text his commentaries are, and we believe will long con- 


tinue to be, unrivalled. These qualifications and acquirements of the 
great exevete are well stated by Dr. Dickson, the general editor of this 
series, in the general preface affixed to the first volume of the Epistle to 
the Romans. The similar commentaries of de Wette are certainly of 
very high merit, and have their peculiar excellences ; but I do not think 
that there can be any hesitation among Biblical scholars in affirming the 
superiority of those of Meyer. Perhaps the constant reference to the 


opinions of others inserted in the text, the long lists of names of theo- | 


logians who agree or disagree in certain explanations, and the con- 


sequent necessity of the breaking up of sentences by means of parenthetie 


clauses, are to the English reader a disadvantage as interrupting the 
sense of the passage. Much is inserted into the text which in English 


works would be attached as footnotes. Still, however, it has been judged . 


proper by the general editor to make as little change in the form of the 
* original as possible. 3 

Meyer himself wrote and published the Commentaries on the Gospels, 
on the Acts, and on the Pauline Epistles to the Romans, the Corinthians, 
Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, and Philemon in ten 


volumes—a monument of gigantic industry and immense erudition. | 


Indeed, the treatment of each of these volumes is so thorough, so exhaust- 
ive, and so satisfactory, that its composition would be regarded as suf- 


1 ch annealing to the plan of the American Edition, many - references, oa have been © 


transferred to the foot-notes. ]- 
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ficient work for the life of an ‘ordinary man; what, then, must we think | 
of the labors and learning of the man who wrote these ten volumes? 
The other books of the New Testament in the series were undertaken by 
able coadjutors. Dr. Liinemann wrote the Commentaries on the Epistles 
to the Thessalonians and Hebrews, Dr. Huther on the Pastoral and 
Catholic Epistles, and Dr. Diister dieck on the Apocalypse. 

The Commentaries of Liimemann, Huther, and Diisterdieck are 
undeniably inferior to those of Meyer. We feel the want of that undefin- 
able spiritual insight into the meaning of the passage which is so charac- 
i teristic of all that Meyer has written, and, accordingly, we do not place 
the same reliance on the interpretations given. But still the exegetical 
acumen and learning of these commentators are of a very high order, 
and will bear no unfavorable comparison with other writers on the 
“game books of the New Testament. Indeed, in this Commentary on the 
Epistles to the Thessalonians, by Dr. Lunemann, with which we are at 
present concerned, its inferiority to the writings of Meyer is not very 
sensibly felt; there is here ample evidence of profound learning, sound 
"exegesis, sober reasoning and a power of discrimination among various 
opinions. The style also is remarkably clear for a German exagete' and 
‘although there is often difficulty in finding out the exact meaning of 

those whose opinions he states, there is no difficulty in discovering ‘his 
own views. Occasionally there is a tedious minuteness, but this is refer- 
able to the thoroughness with which the work is executed. Of course, in 
these translations the same caveat has to be made that was made in regard 
to Meyer's Commentaries, that the translators are not to be held as 
concurring with the opinions given ; at the same time, in this Commenit- 
ary there is little which one who is bound to the most confessional views 
can find fault with. The first edition of this Commentary was published 
~ in 1850, the second in 1859, and the third, from which this translation 
is made, in 18672 
We have, in conformity with the other volumes, attempted to give a 
list. of the exegetical literature of the Epistles to the Thessalonians. 
For commentaries and collections of notes ¢ embracing the New Testament, 
‘see the preface to the Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew ; and for 
~ commentaries on the Pauline Epistles, see the preface to the Comment- 
ary on the Epistle to the Romans. The literature restricted to the 
Epistles to the Thessalonians is somewhat meagre. . Articles and mono- 
-graphs on chapters or sections are noticed by Dr. Liinemann in the places’ 
to which they refer ; and especially a ‘list of the monographs on the cele- 
brated passage concerning “the Man of Sin” (2 Thess. ii, 1-12), as given — 
by Dr. Tainemany, is to be found i in pe 208 of this translation. _he® © 


1 ithe fourth edition ‘was published in st] 
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reader is also. sbioered to Alford’s Greek Testament. as being peculiarly 
full on these Epistles, and as following the same track as Dr. Liine- 
mann. I would only further observe that the remarks made ‘in this 
Commentary on the Schrijtbeweis of the late von Hofmann of Erlangen 
appear to be too severe. Hofmann is certainly often guilty of arbitrary 
criticism, and introduces into the sacred text his own fancied interpreta-. 
tions; but the Schriftbeweits is a work of reat learning and ingenuity, and 
may be read with advi antage by every ecole 


| PATON J. GLOAG. 
GALASHIELS, November 1880. 
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THE 


FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. 


INTRODUCTION: 
SEC, L—THE CHURCH. 


is /HESSALONICA,® the ancient épy (Herod. vii. 121; Thue. i. 
@} Ie 61, ai), the Salneck celebrated by the German poets of the 
Middle Ages, now Saloniki, situated in the form of an amphi- 
theatre on the slope of a hill at the north-east corner of the 
Thermaic gulf, was in the time of Christ the capital of the second 
district of the Roman province of Macedonia (Liv. xly. 29), and the 

seat of a Roman practor and questor (Cie. Plane. 41). The city was 
rebuilt, embellished, and peopled by the settlement of the inhabitants. - 
of the surrounding districts by Cassandra, who called it Thessalonica 
(first mentioned among the Greeks by Polybius), in honor of his 
‘wife Thessalonica, the daughter of the elder Philip. So we are e informed 
‘in Dionys. Halicarn. Antig. Rom. i.49; Strabo, vil. jin. vol. i. p. 480, 
ed. Falconer; Zonaras, Annal. xii. 26, vol. i. p. 685, ed. Du Fresne. 
Their account is more credible than the statement given by Stephan. 
_Byzant. de urb. et popul. 8. v; Seacadovinn, Tzetza, chil. x, 174 ££ (yet with 
both along with the above view), and the emperor Julian (Oratio iii. p. 
200; Opp. Par. 1680, 4), that the change of name proceeded from Philip 
of Macedon to perpetuate his victory over the Thessalians (Geooaitiv. . 





vicy). By its situation on the Thermaic gulf, and on the great commercial 
road (the so-called via, Ienatia) which led from Dyrrachium, traversed 
Macedonia, extended to Thrace to the mouth of the Hebrus (Strabo, vit. 
vol. i. p. 467), and accordingly united Italy with Asia, Thessalonica became 
a flourishing commercial town,—great, rich, and populous by its trade 
| (Strabo, vii. vol. i. p. 468: 4 vin wees tov didow etavdpel), Jaxurious and- 
1820 Burcerhoiidk, de coetus Christianorum... 2See Tafel, de Thesselonica ejusque agro 
Thessalonicensis ortu fatisque et prioris Pauli dissertio: geographiea, Berol, 1839, Cousinéry, 
tis serintae enistolae consilio. atque gums " . voyaye gens la Macédoine, vol, I. Par. ae Ps 
Lugd. Bat. 1825, ie Betty 
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licentious by its riches. Greeks formed the stock of its inhabitants; next 
- in- number were the Roman colonists; 3; and there was also a considerable 
Jewish population, who had been attracted by the briskness of trade, and 
were.so consideral ple that, instead of amere mpooevyy (see Meyer on Acts 
xvi, 18), they possessed a synagogue proper (Acts xvii. 1) Already in the 
time of Christ Thessalonica was named by Antipater pyrgap 4... -mdane 
Makedovine (comp. Anthol. gr., ed Jacobs, vol. TL. Lips. 1794, p. 98); in the 
fifth century it was the metropolis of Thessaly, Achaia, and other prov- 
-inces which were under the praefectus practorio of Illy ricim, who 
resided at Thessalonica. Many wars in subsequent ages oppressed the 
city; but as often as it was conquered and destroyed by the barbarians, it 
always rose to new greatness and power. Its union with the Venetians— 
to whom, on the weakness of the Greek empire, the Thessalonians sold 
their city—was at length the occasion of its becoming, in the year 1480, a 
prey to the Turks. Even at this day Thessalonica, after Constantinople, 
is one of the most flourishing cities of European, Turkey. 
Paul reached Thessalonica, so peculiarly favorable for a rapid and wide 
_ diffusion of Christianity, on his second great missionary journey (see 
' Meyer on Rom., ed. iv. p.§ £), when for the first time he came into | 
‘Europe, in the year 538. He journeyed thither from Philippi by Amphi- 
polis and Apollonia (Acts xvii. 1), accompanied by two apostolic assistants, 
‘Silas (Silvanus) and Timotheus (see Acts xvii. 4, comp. with xvi. 3 and 
xvii 14; see also Phil. ii, 22 comp. with Acts xvi. 8, 1211). Paul, faithful 
‘to his custom, first turned himself to the Jews, but of them he gained only 
Fy few converts for the gospel. He found greater access aniong the prose- 
~lytes and Gentiles (Acts xvii. 4).. There arose, after the japse of a few 
weeks (comp. also Phil. iv. 16), a mixed Christian congremiiion in Thes-» 
salonica, composed of Jews and Gentiles, but the latter much more 
numerous (i. 9 and Acts xvii. 4, according a Lachmann’s correct t reading). 
The Jews, embittered by this success among the Gentiles, raised a tumult, 
In consequence of which the apostle was foreed to forsake. Thessalonice 
; (Acts xvii. 5 ff). Conducted by night. to the neighboring Macedonian 
city of Berea, Paul found there, among Jews and Gentiles, the most ready 
| ‘reception for the gospel. But scarcely had the news of this reached. his 
opponents in Thessalonica, than they. hastened to Berea, and, stirring up 
the. multitude, expelled the. apostle from that city also. Yet Silas and 
~-Timotheus remained behind, for the confirmation and further instruction 
of the church at: Berea, Paul himself directed his steps to Athens, and 


LAt crise ee about dado ow in Satonilel. 
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from thence, atter'a short residence, to Corinth, where he remained more 
than a year and a half (Acts xvii. 10 ff., xviii). At a later period, the 
third great missionary journey of the apostle led him repeatedly back to 
Thessalonica (Acts xx. 1 ff) | 


SEC IL—OCCASION , DESIGN, AND CONTENTS. 
The persecution which had driven. the apostle from Thessalonica soon — 
also broke out against the church (ii. 14, iii. 8, i. 6). Thus it was not the 
mere yearning of personal love and attachment (ii. 17 ff.), but also care 
‘and anxiety (iii. 5) that urged him to hasten back to Thessalonica. Twice 
he resolved to do.so, but circumstances prevented him (ii. 18). Accord- 
ingly, no longer able to master his anxiety, he sent Timotheus, who had 
- not suffered in the earlier persecution, from Athens (see on. iii. 1, 2), in 
order to receive from him information concerning the state of the church, 
and to strengthen the Thessalonians by exhortation, and encourage them 
to faithful endurance. The retwn of Timotheus (iii, 6), and the message 
which he hrought, were the occasion of the Epistle. This message was in 
the main consolatory. The church, in spite of persecution and trial, con- 
tinued stedfast and unshaken in the faith (i. 6, ii. 14), so that its members 
- could be named as examples for Christians in all Macedonia and Achaia 
(i. 7), and their heroic faith was everywhere spread abroad (Gi.. 8). They 
were also distinguished by their active brotherly love (i. 3, iv. 9, 10), and, 
upon the whole, by their faithful adherence to those rules. of conduct. 
pointed out to them by the apostle (iv. 1). Moreover, they had an affec- 
tionate remembrance of the apostle (iii. 6), and their congregational life 
had so flourished that the gifts of the Holy Spirit (v. 19) and prophecy @. 
20) were manifested among them. But Timotheus had also to tell of 
defect and incompleteness (iii. 10). The church had not yet sueceeded in 
preserving itself unstained by the two cardinal vices of heathenism—sen- 
suality and covetousness (iv. 3 ff); they had not everywhere shown to the 
presbyters due respect and obedience (vy. 12); and in consequence of their 
thought and feeling being inordinately directed to the advent of Christ, an 
unsettled and excited habit prevailed, which led to the neglect of the duties 
of their earthly calling, and to idleness (iv. 11 ff). Lastly, the church was 
in great perplexity concerning the fate of their deceased Christian friends, 


being uncertain whether only those who were then alive, or whether also 
deceased Christians, participated in the blessings of the advent (iv. 18 ff). 
Concerning this subject, it would appear, to judge from. the introductory 
words of iv. 18, that the Thessalonians had requested information. from. 


. the apostle. 
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The aie of the Epistle ‘accordingly was threefold. 1, The apostle, 
whilst testifying his j joy for their conduct hitherto, would strengthen and 
encourage the chureh to persevering stedfastness in the confession of 
Christianity. 2. He would exhort them: to relinquish those moral weak- 

nesses by which they were still enfeebled. 8. He would calm and con- 
sole them concerning the fate of the deceased by a more minute instruc- 
tion in reference to the advent. 


 ‘Rewarx—The opinion of Lipsius (Theol. Stud. u. Krit, 1854, 4, p. 905 1), 
that the design of the Epistle is to be sought for in considering it as a polemic 
directed ugainst Judaistic opponents, is to he rejected as entirely erroneous. The 
supposed traces indicating this, which the Epistle is made to contain in rich 
abundance, are only forcibly pressed into the service. From i, 4-ii. 12, Lipsius 
infers that the apostolical dignity of Paul had been attacked, or at least threatened, 
in Thessalonica ; for it must have been for reasons of a personal nature that Ps aul 
so repeatedly nn designedly puts stvess upon his mode of preaching the gospel, 
his personal relation to the Thessalonians, the reception and entrance which he 
had found among them. But such an inference is wholly inadmissible, as every- 
thing that Paul says concerning himself. and his conduct has in the eontext its 
express counterpart—its express correlative. In the whole section, i. 2-ii. 16 (for 
the whole, and not merely i, 4-i1, 12, according to Lipsius, is closely connected 
together), the corresponding conduct of the Thessalonians is placed over against the 
_eonduct of Paul and his companions. There is therefore no room for the suppo- 
sition, that in what Paul remarks concerning himself there is a tacit, polemical 
reference to third persons, namely, to Judaistic opponents; rather the apostle’s 
design in the section i. 2-11.16 is to bring vividly before the Thessalonians. the 
feccts of their conversion, in order to encourage them to. stedfastness in Christianity 
by the representation of the grace of God, which was abundantly manifested amid 
~ those troubles and persecutions. which had broken out upon them. Besides, the 
offinion of Lipsius, if we are to measure it according to the standard of his own 
_ suppositions, must appear unfounded. According to Lipsius, the opponents, with 
~whom the apostle had to do in Thessalonica, were unconverted Jews, and only as a 
later effect of their machinations Paul was afraid of the formation of a Judaizing 
Churistian party at Thessalonica, so that his labor was-only directed to prevent id 
to make the attempt while yet there was time, whether the formation of a Jewish- 
Christian faction could not be suppressed in its first germs. But where in early 
Christianity is there any example of the apostolical dignity of Paul being.dis- 
“puted by the wneonverted Jews? Such attacks, in the nature of the case, were 
raised against Paul only by the Jewish Christians; whereas the unconverted Jews 
naturally labored. only to hinder him in the diffusion of the. gospel, and. accord- 
“ingly manifested their hostility by acts of external violence, by opposition to his 
preaching, by laying snares for his life, ete. Comp. Acts ix..23 ff, xiii. 45, Xvil. 
5, 18, xxii. 22, al.—From what. has been said it follows how arbitrary it is when ' 
‘Lipsius further makes a selection from the account in ii. 8 ff, that the mention of 
addon, dxabagola, déAog, évbpdrrog apbonew, Adyog Kodaelac, mpdpaate mAsove tiac, and : 
tyrely ag aviparwy déFav, was designed, to defend the sponte from the reproaches 
sehich, J in “poi of fact, had Teen : raised. against hina, on the: part of the Jews, at 
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hieassllonicd that, according to ii, -7 ft, the purity of his motives was doubted ; 

and that, accor done to ii. 18, it had been contended from a Judaistic point of view 
that his word was a human ordinance, and not founded on divine truth. | Every- 
thing there adduced is explained simply and without any violence from the speci- 
fied design of the apostle, without our being constrained to think on any polemical 

subsidiary references. Where do we find a similar polemic in Paul, in which 
everything is veiled in mysterious darkness, and what is. really intended never 
openly and decidedly brought forward? For no unprejudiced reader would 
maintain that the passage ii. 14-16, which Lipsius, entirely mistaking the whole 
plan of the Epistle, calls its most characteristic section, warrants, on account of 
the violent outburst against the Jews contained in it, the inferences which he 
deduces from it—Further, when Lipsius makes the yearning of the apostle after 
the Thessalonians expressed in ii. 17-20, and his twofold resolution to return to 
them, occasioned because he saw in spirit the church perverted and distracted by 
the same hateful Judaistic opponents who caused him so much grief in Galatia, so 
that he wished to be personally present in Thessalonica in order to baffle the 
attacks of those enemies, all that he would here prove is forcibly introduced into 
the text. Paul himscl/, in ii. 1 ff, states the reason of his anxiety and twofold 
proposed journey quite differently. Certainly what Paul himself here says has 
little authority for Lipsins, We thinks that only a “slight power of combina- 
tion” (!) is requisite in order to perceive that it is not here only the effect of 
external trials that Paul feared; cevtainly it is only of this that. the apostle © 
directly speaks, but surely the confirmation and encouragement in the faith was.a 
yet deeper re ason, namely, the reason given by Lipsius (!)-—~When, further, Lip- 
sius relers weepacer, ili, 5, to “the machinations of the Judaists,” this is a violetiod 
done to iii. 3; when, in fine, he discovers in y. 21, “an exhortation to caution in 
reference to those teachers who—to obtain for themselves an undisturbed entrance 
under the pretext of the free Christian ydpzoua of propheey—might aim at the 
subversion of the faith planted by Paul,” and in vy, 22 a reference to “ Judaistic 
machinations,” these special explanations are nothing else than the vagaries of 
the imagination, which are not able to stand before a pure and thoughtful inter- 
pretation. 

The same remark, moreover, holds good of the opinion recently advanced by 
Hofmann (Die heil. Schrift neuen Testaments zusammenhingend untersucht, part 1, 
NGrdl, 1862, p. 270 f.), that the first part of the Epistle was occasioned by the 
news brought by Timotheus to the apostle, that the Christians in Thessulonica 
had been persuaded by their heathen countrymen that they had become the prey 
of self-interested and crafty men, been involved by them in their Jewish machina- 
tions, and then given up to the misery occasioned thereby; and also that the 
Thessalonians conld not understand why, during the whole time of their distress, 
Paul remained at a distance from them, and on this account they felt their dis- 
tress the more severely. To all this the contents of the first three chapters were 
an answer, They were designed to deliver the church from their depressed frame 
of mind, to meet the suspicions they entertained of their teachers and founders, 
and to efface the evil impression which their, and especially Paul’s absence, made 
on them. This threefold design was sufficiently satisfied by the three sections, iv 

9-10, ii, 1-12, ii. 13-111. 18. 


‘ According to its sonienta, thie Epistle is divided into two parts. After 
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the salutation (i. 1) in the first or historical part, taken up with eiaohil 
references. (i. 2-lii. 13), P Paul declares first, in general terms, his joy, 
expressed 1 in thanksgiving, for the Christian soundness of the church (i. 2 

8); and then in separate particula rs, in an impressive and eloquent aa 
scription, he asserts the operation of the grace of God manifested in their 
conversion to Christianity; whilst the gospel had been preached by him, 
the apostle, with energy and confidence, with undaunted, pure, and self- 
sacrificing love to his divine calling, and had been received by them, the 
Thessalonians, with eager desire, and stedfastly maintained amid suffering 
and persecution (i. 4-i. 16), Paul then speaks of the longing which came 
upon him, of the mission of Timotheus, t and of the consolation which the 
return of Timotheus had now imparted to him (i. 17-iii. 18). In the 
second or ethical-dogmatic part (iv. 1-v, 28) the apostle beseeches and exhorts 
the Thessalonians to make progress in holiness, to renounce fornication 
and covetousness (iv. 1-8), to increase yet more and more in brotherly 
love (iv. 9, 10), and, instead of surrendering themselves to: an unsettled 
_ disposition and to excitement, to be diligent and laborious in their worldly 
"business (iv. 11, 12). The apostle then comforts them concerning the 
fate of their friends who had died before the advent, and exhorts them to 


be ever watchful and prepared for the coming of the Lord (iy. 18-v. 11). 


Then follow divers exhortations, and the’ wish that God would sanctify 
the Thessalonians wholly for the coming of Christ (v. 12-24), Concluding 
remarks succeed (vy. 25-27), and the usual benediction (v. 28), 


SEC. 3—TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION. 


-. ‘When Paul composed this Epistle a long time could not have elapsed 
since the founding of the church of Thessalonica. The apostle is as yet 
entirely full of the impression which his residence in Thessalonica had 
-made | upon him ; he lives and moves so entirely in the facts of the con- 

version of the Thessalonians and of his personal conduct to them, that 


only events can be here degcribed which belong to the recent past. To. 
es this also points the fact. that the longing after the ‘Thessalonians which - 


came over the apostle soon after his separation from them (ii. 17), still 
* éndures at. the moment. when he is composing this Epistle | (iii. 11). 
And lastly, the whole second. or ‘moral-dogmatic portion of the Epistle 


: -shows that the Thessalonian Church, although in many respects already. 
eminent and flourishing, as yet consisted, only of novices in © ‘hristianity. 





Moreover, when Paul composed this. Epistle, according x to i. 7, 8, he had 
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as written immediately after the return of Timotheus from Thes- 
But from Acts xviii. 5,6, we learn that Timotheus and: Silas, 


Epistle w 
salonica. 
returning from Macedonia, rejoined Paul at Corinth at a time when he 
had not long sojourned there; as until then the gospel was preached by 
him chiefly to the Jews. Thus, then, there can exist no reason to doubt 
that the composition of this Epistle is to be assigned to the commencement 
of Paul's residence at Corinth, thus in the year 53, perhaps half a year after 
the arrival of the apostle in Macedonia, or after his flight from Thessa- 
lonica (comp. Wieseler’s Chronologie des apostolischen Zeitalters, om nese 
1848, p. 40 ff). 

The subscription of the Epistle: 
erroneous, arising from a careless inference drawn from iil.1. Not only 
the modification of this view by Theodoret, followed by Hemming, Bul- 
linger, Balduin, and Aretius, that the first visit of the apostle to Athens 
(Acts xvii, 15 {f) is here to be thought of} is to be rejected; but also the 


éypdgn ard ’AOqviv, is consequently 


suppositions of others, differing among themselves, according to which a 
later residence of the apostle at Athens is referred to. 
vius and Bottger (Beitr. zur hist-krit. Hinleit. in die Paulin. Br., 
Part TT. p. 18 f), our Epistle 


excursion which Paul made to that city during his first residence 


According to Calo- 
Gott. 1937, 
was written at Athens on a subsequent 
at Cor- 
inth (against Bittger, see Wieseler’s Chron. p. 247); according to Wurm. 
(Tibing. Zcitse hrf. Theologie, 1888, Part I. p. 73 ff), on a journey which 
Paul undertook at the time indicated in Acts xviii. 22 from Antioch to 
Greece (see avainst him Schneckenburger in the Studien der ev. Geistlich- 
keit Wiirtembergs, 1834, vol. VIL. Part I. p. 137 ff); according to Schrader 
(Apostel Paulus, Part I. p. 90 ff, p. 162 ££), at the time indicated in Acts 
xx. 2, 8, after a third (?) visit of the apostle to the Thessalonians (see 
against him Schneckenburger, Beit. cur Hinleit. in’s N. T. p. 165 ff. ; Schott, 
proleg. p. 14 1); according to Kohler (Ueber dic A bfassungszeit der epistolis- 
chen Schrifien in N. T.p. 112 f.) and Whiston (Primitive Christianity Revived, 
vol. IIT., Lond. 1711, p. 46 f, p. 110), at.a residence in Athens at a period 
beyond the history contained in the Acts, Kéhler assuming the year 66, 
and Whiston the year 67 after Christ as the period df composition (see 
against. the former, Schott, proleg. p. 21 if; and against the latter, Ben- 
son’s Paruphrase and Notes, 2d ed. p. 9 ff). 


1 Euthalius (in Zacagn. Collectan. monument. ff For after the .words: Taurny amorréAAse - 


vel. t. Top. 650), and. Oecumeninus following 
him verbatin, do not judge go. 


they assume the place of composition to be 
Athens, yet they must have thought on a 
“Jeter residence in Athens than Acts xvii, 15 


For although . 


Kal év Kopivy . . 


ard "ASnvay, in giving the oceasion of the , 
Epistle, they add :‘O-dadarodag wodAds BAiypers 
maiiny ¢ ev Bepola kat év Didiarmots Tis Maxedovias: 
~anogTéhAct Tipddeoy mpds | 
abroils META THs emiaeToAys TaUTys. ; 











438 THE FIRST ‘EPISTLE ‘TO THE ‘THESSALONIANS. 
SEC. 4-GENUINEN ESS 
- The historical attestation of the Epistle, although there are no sure indi- 
cations of it found in the apostolic Fathers, is yet so old, continuous, and 
universal (Iren. Haer. v. 6.1; Clem. AL Paedag. i. p. 88 D, ed. Sylb. ; Ter- 
tull. de resurr. carn, 24; Orig. ¢. Cels. il. 65; Canon Murat., Peschito, Mar- 
cion (in Tert. adv. Mare. v. 15, and Epiph. Haer. xiii. 9], ete., see van 
; Manen, ‘ley pp. 5-21), that a justifiable reason for doubting its authen- 
ticity from eternal grounds is inconceivable. 

Schr: ader was the first to call in question the genuineness from. lena 
grounds (Apostel Paulus, Part V., Leipz. 1886, p. 28 f.). In his paraphrase 
on iii, 13, iv. 2, 3, 6,9, 10, 14,17, v. 8, 10, 19, 23, 26, 27, he thought that he had 
discovered suspicious abnormal expressions (see exposition of these pas- 
sages). Baur (Paulus der Ap. Jesu Chr. Stuttg. 1845, p. 480 ff, see against 
him, W. Grimm in den Stud. u. Krit. 1850, IV. p. 753 ff; J.P. Lange, das 
apost, Zeitalter, vol. I., 1853, p. 108 ff Davidson, Introd., N. T., London, 1868, 
vol. I, p.20-ff), in a detailed justification of his formerly cherished doubts 
(see Baur, die sogen. Pastoralbriefe des Ap. P., Statig. u. Tub. 1835), but until 
‘then only merely asserted, questions the genuineness of the Epistle. Ata 
still later period he has maintained its spuriousness in his and Zeller’s Theol. 

_ Jahrb. 1855, Part IL p.141 #2 A. B., van der Vriess alone has agreed with 
him (De beide Brieven aan de iesaailinderiisens historisch-Kritisch onderzock 
nad hunnen oorsprung, Leyden, 1865, see in opposition to him: Hilgen-. 
 feld, in his Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol, 1866, 2, p. 295 ff). 
~The arguments insisted upon by Baur in his Apostel Paulus are the fol- 
bebe :—1. In the whole collection of Pauline Epistles there is none so 
- inferior in the character and. importance of its contents as 1 ‘Thessalo- 
nians ; with the exception of the view contained in iv. 18-18, no dogmatic 
idea whatever is brought into prominence. The whole Epistle consists of 
general instructions, exhortations, wishes, such as are in the other Epistles 
“mere adjuncts to the principal contents; but here what is in other cases 
only an accessory is converted into the principal matter. This insignif- 
sada of contents, the want mh any special ua and of any definite o< occa~ 










- See W. C. van Marien, Onderzdck naar de 
. echtheid van Paulus’ eersten brief aan de Thes- 
salonicensen (De echtheid van Paulus’ brieven 
aan de. Thess. onderzocht, 1.), Weesp, 1865. . 


““- 48uch references are erroneously supposed 
to be found in Clem. Rom. ep. I. ad Corinth. - 
38. Ignat.adPolye. 1. Polyo, ad Philipp. ii. 4. 

ov). #Phe difference of Baur’s views i in reference 
- to. the. First Epistle in. this last-mentioned 


Pee consists in ee ae That the © Brestimed 


dependence of our Epistle on the Corinthian 


Epistles is more emphatically stated “and 


supported. by some further parallels forcibly 


brought together; 2, Not, as formerly (comp, 
: Baur’s Apost. Paulus, p, 488), the First, but 
the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians, is 
-tegarded a8 having been written first; and - 
: front its spuriousness, as it was not composed . - 
until the death of Nero, the pour ushers of 






our Mpistle 1 is inferred. 
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sion, isa mark of un-Pauline origin. | 2. ‘The Bpistle betrays a depend- 
ence on the Acts of the Apostles and on the other Pauline Epistles, 

especially those to the Corinthians. 3. The Epistle professes to have 

been written only a few months after the apostle’s first visit to Thessa- 

-lonica, and yet there is a description of the condition of the church which 

evidently only suits a church already existing for a considerable time. 

4. What the Epistle in iv. 14-18 contains concerning the resurrection of 
the dead, and the relation of the departed and the living to the advent of 
Christ, seems to agree very well with 1 Cor. xv. 52; but it goes farther, and 

gives such a concrete representation of those transcendent matters as we - 
never elsewhere find with the apostle. 

_ As to the first objection, according to Baur’s view, our Epistle “ arose 
from the same interest in the advent, which is still more decidedly ex- 
pressed in the second Epistle.” Baur, then, must have considered all the 
other contents of the Epistle only as a foil for this one idea; and as in his 
representation of the Pauline doctrine (p. 507 ff.) he judged the escha- 

tology of Paul not worth an explanation, it is not to be wondered at that he 
considered it impossible that Paul could have made the advent the chief 
subject of a whole Epistle. But apart from this, that, according to other 
testimonies of the Pauline Epistles, the idea of an impending advent had 
a great practical weight with the apostle; that, further, the expectation 
of it and of the end of the world in connection with it, was well fitted to 
produce the greatest excitement in a church the majority of which con- 
sisted of converted heathens, so that it was necessary to calm. them con- 
cerning it; that, lastly, the explanation concerning the advent in so many 
special points, as, for example, concerning the relation of unbelievers, etc., 
is left entirely untouched, so that the interest in the advent in and for 
itself cannot have been the reason for this instruction, but only a peculiar 
want of the church : apart from all these considerations, the disorder exist- 
ing among the Thessalonians on account of the advent does not form the 
chief contents of the Epistle, but only one point along with others which 
gave occasion to its composition. Add to this, that all the further cir- 
cumstances, which were the occasion of our Epistle, present themselves 
before us in it, united together with such clearness and in so living a 
character, as to form ry distinct general picture of the Thessalonian 

- church, so that it cannot be asserted that there is a want of a definite 

exciting occasion (comp. sec. 2). It is admitted that the didactic and dog- 
matic element in our Epistle recedes before the hortatory, and generally. 

| before the many personal references of the apostle’ s love and care for the — 
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church ; but the amount more or less of dogmatic explanations can never 
decide whether an epistle belongs to Paul or not. The Epistles of the 
‘apostle are not the products of Christian learning in the. stud: y, but were 
called. forth by the urgency of circumstances, and thus are always the 
products of historical necessity. We have then only to inquire whether 
our E Epistle corresponds to the relations of the church, which it presup- 
poses; if it does correspond with the relations and wants of the church, as 
is evident to every unprejudiced mind, its contents receive thereby the 
“Importance and special interest which Baur misses. Lastly, it is not true 
- that the instructions, exhortations, and wishes in our Epistle are of so 
general a nature, that’what is elsewhere a mere accessory is here raised 
into an essential. Rather an exhortation is never found in our Episile, 
which had not a special reference to the peculiar condition of the Thessa- 
lonian church. 

As regards the second argument, a use of the Acts of the Apostles by the 
author of the Epistle is inferred chiefly from the fact that the Epistle is 
nothing else than an extended statement, reminding the Thessalonians of 
what was already well known to them, of the history of their conversion, 
: known to us from the Acts. Thus i. 4 ff. merely states how the apostle 

preached the gospel to them, and how they received it; ii. 1 { points 
" more distinctly to the circumstances of the apostle’s coming to Thessa- 
: lonica, and the way in which he labored among them; iii. 1 1%. relates only 
what happened a short time before, and what the Thessalonians already 
knew. Everywhere (comp. already Schrader, supra, p. 24) only such: 
things are spoken of as the readers knew well already, as the writer him- 


- gelf admits by the perpetually recurring eidéreg (1.4), abrot yap oidare (ii. 1), 








xabac otdare (ii. 2), punuovebere ydp Ci. 9), wabdmep oidare (ii, 11), abrot yap 
~ oldare (ii, 8), xabdg xat éyévero Kai oidare (iii, 4), oldure yap (iv. 2). In. answer 
to thi his objection, itis to be observed: (1) Apart from the inconsistency 
» that what, according to Baur, should be only a foil is here converted into 
the chief contents, the history of the conversion of the Thessalonians does 
not form the chief contents of the Epistle, but only the contents of a por- 
~ tion of the first or historical half. (2) The remembrance of the founding 
> ofthe church was not useless, nor a mere effusion of the heart (de Wette), 
» but an essential part, of: the design of the apostle, serving as it did to 
: strengthen and. invigorate the church 3 in stedfastness in the faith. -(8) 
: The often repeated appeal to. the consciousness of the readers is so much 
the more natural as it refers to facts which ‘happened during the apostle’ s 
~ Tecent visit to Thessalonica, nd with which Ba mind was completely . 























occupied. (4) The supposed lengthiness is only the fullness and inspirited 
liveliness of the discourse. (5) If the account of the conversion of the 
Thessalonians as described in the Epistle is in agreement with the narra- 


tive in the Acts, this circumstance is not a point against, but for the . 


 guthenticity of our Epistle, inasmuch as Baur's view that the Acts is a 
patched work of the.second century, ransacking Christian history for a 
definite purpose, and accordingly designedly altering it (see Baur, Ap. 


Paulus, p.- 180), merits no respect on account of its arbitrariness and want. 


of consistency. (6) Lastly, the harmony between the Acts and our 
_ Epistle is so free, so unforced, and so slightly pervading (comp. iii. 1, 2, 


with Acts xvii. 15, xviii. 5), that a literary use of the one by the other is” 
absolutely inconceivable—The passage ii. 14-16, on which Baur lays. 
peculiar stress, isneither dependent on the Acts nor un-Pauline (see 


Commentary). | . 

It is also asserted that there are evident reminiscences more or 
less of other Pauline Epistles, especially of the Epistles to the Corin- 
thians. Thus i. 5 is manifestly an imitation of 1. Cor. ii, 4; i 6 
is taken from 1. Cor. xi. 1, and i. 8 from Rom. i. 8; the passage 
ii. 4 ff! briefly condenses the principles enunciated in 1 Cor. ii. 4, 
iv. 8 f, ix. 15 f, and especially 2 Cor. il. 17, v.11. Besides rieovegia, 


ii. 5, points to 2 Cor. vil. 2, duvduevor év Bédper elva, ii. 6, and py émiBapzoat, 


ii, 9, to 2 Cor. xi. 9, and ii. 7 to 1 Cor. iii. 2. A simple comparison of these 
passages suffices to show the worthlessness of the inferences derived from 
them. Verbal similarities of so trifling and harmless a nature as those 
adduced might easily be discerned between the Epistles to the Romans 
and Galatians, both of which Baur regards as genuine. Besides, the cir- 
cumstances of the Thessalonian and Corinthian churches, as well as the 
history of their founding, were In many respects similar; but similar 
thoughts in the same writer clothe themselves easily in a certain sipgilar- 
' ity of expression. ; 
Baur supports his third argument on i. 7, 8, ii. 18, iii. 10, iv. 9 £, 11 £ 
_ But these passages do not prove what is intended (see exposition). 
Lastly, in reference to the fourth argument, Baur himself confesses that 
the section iv. 14-18 can only be made valid against the authenticity of 
_ the Epistle, provided its spuriousness is already proved on other grounds. 
- But as such other grounds do not exist, and as Baur has not explained 
: himself further on the subject, we might dismiss this argument, were it 
not that it might be turned into a sharp weapon against himself, For, 
according to iv. 15, 17, the author of the Epistle regards the advent of 
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Christ as so near that he himself hopes to survive (comp. v. 1 ff). What a 
foolish and indeed inconceivable proceeding would it be, if a forger of the 
second century were to put into the mouth of the Apostle Paul a prophetic 
‘expression concerning himself, the erroneousness of which facts had long 
since demonstrated! Moreover, it necessarily follows from 2 Thess, ii. 4 
(see on passage) that the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians at least, and, 
as this (see sec. 2 of the Introduction to 2 Thess.) was composed later than 
the first, our Epistle also were written before the destruction of Jerusalem. 
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Hubhoo xpos Oecoahovissts éextatody mparn. 


A B K, x, 3, 37, 80, et al. pler. Copt. Damase. have Ipéc Osocadovixeic @, the 


shortest and apparently the oldest title. It is also found in D E, but prefix- 
ing “Apyerat, “4 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 1. After elpqvn, Elz. Matth. Scholz, Bloomfield (The Greek Testament, with - 


English notes, 9th edit. vol. II., London 1855) add: a6 od watpig qyudv Kad 
kvpiov "Incob Xpiorod. Bracketed by Lachm. Correctly erased by Tisch., Alford 
and Ellicott, according to B F G47, 73, 115, et al, Syr. Baschm. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. 
Or. lat. seu Ruf. (dis.) Chrys. (comm.) Theoph. Ambrosiast. Pel. An interpola- 
tion, for the sake of completion, taken from the usual commencement of Paul’s 
Epistles. Recently the addition: ard Osod xarpd¢ qudy Kat vpiov "Iycot Xpcorod, 
is defended by Bouman (Chartae theologicae, lib. 1, Traj. ad Rhen. 1853, p. 61) and 
Reiche (Commentar. eriticus in N. T. tom. II. p. 321 sqq.), but. on insufficient 
grounds, For that the addition might easily haye been erroneously overlooked 
_by scribes, on account of the similar preceding words: év Oe warpi Kai Kupia 


"Iyoov Xpior@, is very improbable on account of the difference in the prepositions’ 


and cases of the two forms; that it might have been erased as an inelegant repe- 
tition has 2 Thess. i. 2 against it, for then there also traces of similar corrections 
in the critical testimonies would appear; and lastly, that the bare ydpic duty xat 
‘elpijyy, without any further definition, is not elsewhere found in any of Paul’s 
writings, would only occasion a doubt, were it in itself unsuitable; but this is not 
the case here, as, from the directly preceding words év Oe@ warpt Kal ppiiw Inood 
Xpiorg, the specitic Christian sense of the formula is self-apparent.—Ver. 2, duay, 
in the Recepius, alter pveiay, is wanting in A B y* 17, eal. It is found in © D 


EF GE L %***, in almost all min. as well as in many Greek and ‘Latin | 


Fathers. Lachm. and Tisch. 1 and 8, erroneously erase it. How easily might 


buav after pveiav be overlooked on account of tzOv before pvetav! Comp. Eph. i. | 


16, where, in a similar case, there is the same uncertainty of MSS—vVer. 3. Elz. 
has tpav tod gpyou ti¢ wiotews, Instead of this, D EF G, Syr. Arr. Aeth. Vule. 
It. Ambrosiast. have rod gpyou [F.G. 1d épyov] tie wiorewe Suév. An interpre- 
tation from misunderstanding.—Ver. 5. mpic tac] Elz. Griesb. Matth. Scholz, 
Tisch. 2, 7 and 8, Alford, Reiche, Ellicott have ei¢ judge, Against A C** DEF 
G, min. Copt. Chrys. ed. Theoph. ed—Instead of the Receptus év tuiv, A Cx, 
min, Vulg. MS. have éuiv; but év was absorbed by the last syllable of éyevGOnuev. 


-—Ver. 7, térov] recommended to consideration by Griesb., received by Lachm. | 


Tisch., Alford and Ellicott, according to B D* min. Syr. Erp. Copt. Sahid. 


Baschm. Aeth. Slav. Vulg. Clar. Germ. Ambrosiast. Pel. Elz. Matth. Scholz, 


aepeaetci 
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~ Reiche, read the slnbal romoug ‘(from “qhieh: timoc, in D** Ei 49, proceed, which 
— Mill takes for a neuter form, as mAviros), according to A CF GE Lyx, most 
min, and many Gr, vss.; but it isa correction. the better to adapt the predicate 
to the collective aibieck and thus apparently to strengthen the expressed 
praise; whilst the plural transfers to individual members of the church what the 
singular predicates of them in general, considered as a unity. Otherwise Bou- 
“man (L¢. p. 62 £.), according to whom rbroug of the Receptus is the original, from 
which riro¢ was erroneously formed, and from it rbrov proceeded, being regarded 
‘as an error of the nom, sing., and it was considered the easiest method to correct 
the mistake by changing the nominative singular into the accusative singular— 
kat év TH ig to be received, according to A BC DE F Gg, min. Vulg. It. Syz. 
‘utr, Theodoret, Ambrosiast. Pel., instead of the Receptus «at. ti; so Lachm, 
Scholz (with whom it has been omitted by an error of the press), Tisch, Ellicott.— 
‘Ver.&. Elzhas xat'Ayeie. So also Tisch. 2 and 7, Bloomfield, Alford, and Ellicott. 
But Griesb. Matth. Lachm. Scholz and Tisch. 8, tive xa év TH Ayaia, according 
to CDEFGE Ly, min. pluy, Syr. Slav. MS. Vulg. It. Cyr. Damase. Occ, Am- 
~ prosiast. Pelag, . Correctly; for the repetition of the preposition and the article is 
~ mecessary, a8 Macedonia and Achaia were to be distinguished as separate provinces, 

—The xai of the Receptus before gv ravy7t roxy (defended by Matth, and Scholz, 
suspected by Griesb.) is to be erased, according to A BC D* F G x, 17, 87, et al. 
mult. Syr. utr. Copt. Sahid. Baschm. It. Ambrosiast. ed. ; so Lachm, Ti ch: and 


= Alford. Because, being usually after. ob pdvov ... aaAd, it was easily inserted,— 
 qyuag éxetv)] correctly changed by Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. Alford and E1icott into 


. Exe quae, according to A BCD EF G xy, min. perm. Theodoret. The Receptus 
~- is an alteration, for emphasis, to contrast quads, ver. 8, and airoi, yer. 9.—Ver. 9. 
Eoyouev] Elz. has éyouev against preponderating e evidence, and devoid of meaning. 
On.account of the similar form with ¢ in uncial mss. o might easily: be omitted, 
Ver. 10. de tov vexpor'] Els. has éc vexpdv, against B DE FG Ly, min. plur. - 
and Fathers, The article rév was lost in the last syllable of vexpiv. 


Conrents.—After the address and salutation (ver. 1), Paul testifies to his 
readers how in his prayers he constantly thanks God for them all, men- 
tioning without ceasing their faith, love, and hope, being firmly convineed 
of their election ; for, on the one hand, the gospel was preached to them 
with power and much confidence; and, on the other hand, they, amid 
“many. trials, had received it with joyfulness, so that they had become 
examples to all believers in Macedonia and Achaia: for from them the 
word ofthe Lord had spread, and the knowledge of their faith had pene- 
trated everywhere, so that he had not to relate anything about it, but, on 
_. the contrary, he hears it mentioned by others what manner of entrance 
~ he had.to them, and how they h had turned from 1 idols to ie. living and. 
f true God (vv. 2-10), fs 
; Ver. 1. [See Note XLVI pages 458-460. 1 ri isa inark of the very early 
-. eomposition of the Epistle, and. consequently of its authenticity, that Paul 


a does not call himself arécrodoc, For it was very natural that Paul, in 


‘regard to the first Christian churches to. whom. he. wrote, whom he had 


oe : recently left; and who had attached themselves with devoted love to him 





cane hia proschingy d aie not, feel. 






onstrained to indicate: binnelt more Soar = 


PORE i oo ada 


nitely by an official title, as the simple mention of his name must have 
been perfectly sufficient. It was otherwise in his later life. With refer- 
ence to the Galatians and Corinthians, in consequence of the actual oppo- 
sition to his apostolic authority in these churches, Paul felt himself 
constrained to vindicate his full official dignity at the commencement of 
his Epistles. And so the addition aécrofoc, occasioned at first. by imper- 
ative circumstances, became ata later period a usual designation, espe- 
ially to those churches which were personally unknown to the apostle 
(Epistles to Rom. Col. Eph.), among whom, even without any existing 
opposition, such a designation was necessary in reference to the future, 
An exception was only natural where, as with the Philippians and with 
Philemon, the closest and most tried love and attachment united the 
apostle with the recipients of his Epistles. The supposition of Chrysos- 
tom, whom Oecumenius and Theophylact follow, is accordingly to. be 
rejected, that the apostolic title was suppressed dud 7d veonaryyjroug elvac 
tobe avdpag kat pydérw avrod meipay slaypévar, for then it ought not to be 
found in the Epistles to the Colossians and Ephesians. Further, the view 
of Zwingli, Estius, Pelt, and others is to be rejected, that Paul omitted his 
apostolic title out of modesty, as the same title could not be assigned to 
Silvanus (and. Timotheus) ;. for, not to mention that this reason is founded 
ona distorted view of the Pauline character, and that the two companions 
_of the apost! e would hardly lay claim to his apostolic rank, such a suppo- 
sition is contradicted by 2 Cor. i.1; Col. i. L—sat Sdovavog cat Tidbeac | 
Both are associated with Paul in the address, not to testify their agree- 
ment in the contents of the Mpistle, and thereby to confer on it so much 
greater authority (Zanchius, Hunnius, Piscator, Pelt), or to testify that the — 
contents were communicated to the apostle by the Holy Ghost (Macknight), 
but simply because they had assisted the apostle in preaching the gospel 
at Thessalonica. The simple mention of their names, without any addi- 
tion, was. sufficient on account of their being personally known. By 
being included in the address, they are represented as joint-authors of the 
Epistle, although they were so only inname, It is possible, but not cer- 
tain, that Paul dictated the Epistle to one of them. (According to Berth- 
old, they translated the letter conceived.in Aramaic into Greek, and 
shared in the work.)—Silvanus (as in 2 Cor. i.19)is placed before Timo- 
theus, not perhaps because Timotheus was the amanuensis, and “from 
modesty placed his name last. (Z anchius), but because Silvanus was older 
‘and had been longer with Paul—Ev ©e6 ratpi . . . Xporé is to be closely 
united with ri éxcAyoia Occoadtovuctay : to the church of the Thessalonians in 
God the Father and in the Lord Jesus Christ,—that is, whose being, whose 
characteristic peculiarity, consists in fellowship with God. the Father (by 
which they are distinguished from heathen éxxajoiar) and with the Lord 
Jesus Christ (by which they are distinguished from the Jewish ix«Anoia). 
Erroneously, Grotius: quae exstitit, id. agente Deo Patre et Christo, The 
article rf is neither to be repeated before év OeS nor is rH obey tobe sup-. 
plied (Olshausen, de Wette, and Bloomfield erroneously supply obey by 
iigelh, without the article; this could not. be the construction, as it would 


446 ae FIRST EPISTLE 10 THE "‘THESSALON TANS. 


sotitain a causal siatemont); ee the ride are blended together in 
the unity of the idea of the Christian church (see Winer’s Grammar, p. 128 
[E. T..186]). Schott arbitrarily. refers éy OeG K.T.A, tO xaipev Aéyovow, to 
be supplied before yaépe tyiv; for yap duty cat eip. takes the place of the 
usual Greek salutation jaipew Aéyouow. Hofmann’s view! amounts to — 
the same as Schott’s, when he finds in ¢ @e@ «7.4. “a Christian extension 
- of the usual epistolary address, importing that it is in God the Father 
and in the Lord Jesus Christ that the writers address themselves by letter 
“to the churches. Still more arbitrarily Ambrosiaster (not Theophylact) 


and Koppe, who erase the concluding words: amd Oeot «7.4. (See Critical 








note), have placed a point after Ocooaiovucéar, and united & Os... Ke 
org with yépic duiv xad elpirn. For (1) the thought: ydpue tpiv (ore) éy 
O26 «.7.4., instead of dvd Oeod «.7.A,, is entirely un-Pauline ; (2) the placing 
of év Oe@ «7.2. first in so calm a ane as the address of the ee and 
without any special reason, is inconceivable; (8) 2 Thess. i..1, 2 contra- 
dicts the idea—yédpic tty Kad eipfry| See Otto, Ueber den npollalisnhen 
Segensgruss (Jahrb. fiir Deutsche Theol. 1867, p. 678 ££.) and Meyer on 
Rom.i.7. Asa Christian transformation of the heathen form of saluta- 
tion, the words, grammatically considered, should properly be conjoined 
with the preceding in a single sentences Tlabaog cat Bo. . TH eewdyoia O. 
4 xepey Kat elpiyay ie Aéyovow’). 
Ver, 2. [On verses 2-10, see Note XLVI. pages 460, 461.] Edyapioroiiuer] 
~The plural, which Koppe, Pelt, Koch, Jowett, and others refer to Paul - 
only, is most naturally to be understood of Paul, Silvanus, and Timo-. 
- theus, on account of ver.1 compared with il. 18, where the apostle, to 
 obviate.a mistaken conception of the plural, expressly distinguishes himself 
- from his apostolic hel pers—rp Gea] Thanks i is rendered to God, because 
Paul in his piety recognizes only His appointment as the first cause of 
the good which ‘he has to celebrate.—mévrore] even if day after pevrefav (see 
critical note) is omitted, belongs to ebyaperoder, not to pvelay rorby,, a8 
-. the expression: pvelav roveiofas rept revic, instead of redc—although not 
unknown. to the classical writers, (Plato Protag. 317 E.)—is un-Pauiline. 
It is not to be weakened (with Koppe) in the sense of wodddke, certainly 
also not (with Zanchius and Pelt) to be limited to the feelings of the 
apostle, that the etyaporeiy took place “non actu sed agectu” (comp. 
already Nicholas de Lyra: semper in habitu, etsi non semper in actu), 
but to be understood absolutely always ; cartainly, according to the nature 
_of the case, hyperbolically.. Moreover, not without emphasis does Paul 
Say: repi révroy tuav, in order emphatically to declare that his thanks- 
_giving to God referred to all the members of the Thessalonian church 
without exception. ~pretay ipav movobe. int trav mpooevyay: judv] These 
. words are conjoined, and to be separated from the preceding by a comma, 
The clause is no limitation of ebyaptorobper mavrore: when, or as often 
as we make mention of: you (Flatt, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping; 
on éni, see Meyer on ‘Rom. i, 18); ; but the statement of the manner: 






: Die hi “ate neuen ses sintedessbonoil Sensi Part I, Nordl, 1362 





CHAP. 1. 2, 3. os AAT 


of ebyap.: whilst we, etc. Only by the addition of this participial clause 
is the statement of his thanks and - prayer for the Thessalonians 


completed. 


Ver. 8. As the apostle has first sated the. personal object. of. his thanks- 


giving, 80 now follows a further statement of its material object. Ver. 3 is 
therefore ea parallel clause to pvelav ... qudv (ver. 2), in which prqpovebovrer 


corresponds to pvelay roiotpevos, budv tod. gpyou ... Xpiorod. to buev after 


uveiav, and lastly, éumpootey ... . juav to émt tov mpocevyiy qycv. Schott, 
‘Koch, and Auberlen (in Lange’s Bibelwerk, Th, X., Bielef. 1864, 2 Ed. 1867) 


incorrectly understand ver. 8 as causal; the statement of the cause follows: 


in ver, 4.—adiadeirrac] unceasingly does not belong to the preceding wrsiay 
rowtevo; for, as an addition inserted afterwards, it would drag, but to 
pevgpovebovrec (Calvin, Ellicott.and others), so that it begins the new clause 
with emphasis.—z»yyovetew is not intransitive: to be mindful of (Er. 
‘Schmid: memoria repetentes; Fromond: memores non tam in orationi- 
bus sed ubique; Auberlen), but transitive, referring to the making men- 
tion of them in prayer. [XLVI a.J—ixév] is, by Oecumenius, Erasmus 
(undecidedly), Vatablus, Calvin, Zwingli, Musculus, Hemming, Bullinger, 
Hunnius, Balduin, regarded as the object of prypovebovrer standing alone, 
whilst évexa is to be supplied before the genitives tod &pyov rijg iar. K.7.A, 
But this union is artificial, and the supposed ellipsis without grammatical 
justification. It would be better to regard rod épyou «.7.2. a8 a. develop- 
ment of tuéy in apposition ; but neither is this in itself nor in relation to 
ver. 2to be commended. Accordingly, ézav is to be joined to the follow- 
ing substantives, so that its force extends to all the three following points, 
What Paul approvingly mentions in his prayers are the three Christian 
cardinal virtues, faith, love, and hope, in which his readers were dis- 
tinguished, see. y. 8; Col. i. 4, 5; 1 Cor. xiii. 18. But Poul does not praise 
them simply in and for themselves, but a peculiar quality of each—each 
according to a special potency. First their rior, and that. their épyov rg 
wiorewe. IlLioric is faith subjectively. That 7rd épyov tip rictewe is not to be 
understood periphrastically for rj¢ micrewe? (Koppe), nor does it corres- 
pond with the pleonastic use of the Hebrew 33, is evident, as (1) such a 
use of the Greek égpyov is not demonstrable (see Winer’s Grammar, p. 571 
[E. T. 615]); and (2) épyov rie riorews must be similarly understood as the 
two following double expressions, but in them the additions xérov and 


irouovic are by no means devoid of import. Also Kypke’s explanation, 


. according: to which épyov micrewe denotes veritas fidel, is to be rejected, as 
this meaning proceeds from the contrast of épyov and Adyoc, of which there 
is no trace in the passage. Not less erroneous is it, with Calvin, Wolf, 
and others, to take épyov ri¢ micrewe absolutely as faith wrought, 4e. 
wrought by the Holy. Ghost or by God. An addition for this purpose 
would be requisite; besides, in the parallel expressions (ver. 8) it is the 


Luther, Bullinger, Balduin, Er. Schmid, 
Harduin, Benson, Moldenhauer,Koch,Bloom- 
field, Alford, Ewald, Hofmann, Auberlen. 


280 in essentials Hofmann, who considers | 


i 


rhs wioTews aS al epexegetical genitive, and 
eonyerts the double. expression into -the 


unimportant saying: “Their doing or con- 
duct consists in this, that they believed." - 


ARR 
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"self gaia of the ice that i is sioken of Ina eilee manner Flatt 
‘and others reader épyov as an: adjective; your active faith. Similarly, but 


- with a more correct appreciation of the substantive, Estins, Grotius, 


Schott, Koch, Bloomfield, and others: operis, quod ex fide proficiscitur ; 
according to: which: however, the words would naturally be replaced by 
mlorte évepyounéyn (Gal. -v. 6). So also de Wette: your moral working pro- 
ceeding from faith, Hardly correct, as—(1) 7d gpyor can only denote work, 
not working. (2) The moral working proceeding from faith, according to 
Paul, is love, so that there would here be a tautology with what follows. 
- Clericus refers 70 Zpyov rie micrewe to the aeceptance of the gospel (Opus .. . 
erat, ethnicismo abdicato mutatoque prorsus vivendi instituto, christianam 
religionem profiteri atque ad ejusdem normam vitam in posterum institu- 
ere; quae non poterant fieri nisi a eredentibus, Jesum vere a Deo missum 
atque ab eo mandata accepisse apostolos, ideoque veram esse universam 
- evangelii doctrinam); so also Macknight, according to whom the accept- 
ance of the gospel is called an épyov on account of the victory over the 
prejudices in. which the Thessalonians were nourished, and on account of 
the dangers to which they were exposed by their acceptance of Christianity, 
But this reason is remote from the context. Chrysostom,! Theodoret, Oecu- 
-menius, Theophylact, Calovius, Bisping, and. others understand the words 
of the verification of faith by stedfastness under persecution, This mean- 
ing underlying the words appears to come nearest to the correct sense. 


 Syav tod epyov rig mlorewe denotes your work of faith; but as épyov has the 


emphasis (not ‘icrewc, as Hofmann thinks), it is accordingly best 


» explained: the work which is peculiar to your faith—by which it is 
characterized, inasmuch as your faith is something begun with energy, 


and held fast with resoluteness, in spite of all obst acles and oppositions, 
~-- This meaning strikingly suits the circumstances of the Epistle.—Kal rod 
xbrov the dydrye| the second point of the apostle’s thanksgiving. "Aydry is 
not love to God, or to God and our neighbor (Mic ol. Lyr.), also not to 
- Christ, as if rod xuplov qu. "I, X. belonged to dydmye (Corneling a Ls pide), 
“still: less love to the apostle and his companions (Natal. Alexander: 


-.- labores charitatis vestrae, quibus-nos ex Judacorum seditione et insidiis 


 eripuistis, quum. apud vos eyangelinm praedic aremus; Estins, Benson), 
but love to fellow-Christians (comp. Col. i. 4). Kérog rig ayareng denotes 
the active labor of love, which shuns no ‘toil or sacrifice, in order to 
) tainister to the wants of our neighbors: not a forbearing love which bears 
with the faults and weaknesses of others (Theodoret) ; nor is the genitive 
the genitive of origin, the work which proceeds from love (so Clericus, 
Schott, de Wette, Koch, Bloomfield, and most. critics); but the genitive 
of .possession,. the work. which is peculiar to love, by which it is 
- dharacterized, According to de Wette, Kérroe Tie aydrne might refer also to - 
- the labor of rulers and teachers (v. 12)... Contrary to the context, as ver. 
“ ee contains only the further eeyeetion 6 of ver. 2:5 pus according i ver. 2, 





a “ani éore. rod gpyou ris wlorresiss 3 Bre oldie. ; mlorens.. EL muorevets, nwévra,, waone ei 88 ph 
bee mapéchive le &voraqw rooro: “vd. basa ue mdoxens 0 ob mugredes, : 





Hab. U8, de ASQ, 


the apostle’s thanksgiving extends to all the members of the church (mer? 
mévrwv Suor), not merely to individuals among them The third point of the 
apostle’s thanksgiving is the é4ric of his readers, and this also not in and 
for itself, but in its property of dropor}. bxouovg is not the patient waiting 
Which precedes fullillment (Vatablus), but the constancy which suffers not 


itself to be overcome by obstacles and oppositions (Chrysostom, Oecu- 


menius, Theophylact). The genitive here also is not the genitive of 
origin (Clericus, Schott, de Wette, Koch, Bloomfield), but of possession: 
your endurance of hope; that endurance which belongs to your hope, by 
which hope is characterized. awig is here as usual subjective: hoping 
(otherwise, Col. i. 5),—rot xupiov qusv "I. X.] does not refer to all the three 
above-mentioned virtues, “in order to show. that they are one and all 
derived from Christ, and instilled into man by the Holy Spirit” (Olshau- 
sen), or are directed to Christ as their object (Cornelius a Lapide; Hof- 
mann), but is the object only of 2Aridoc. ‘The hope refers to Christ, that-is, 
to His advent, because the judgment and retribution will then take place, 
and the divine kingdom completed in all its glory will commence.— 
funpoater rob Qeot Kai marpic yuov| belongs not to eldére¢ ae 4), which 
Musculus thinks possible, and as little to rod xupiov ju. I. X.; for—(1) the 
article rod before éumpootev must then have been omitted, and (2) an entire 
almormual representation of Christ. would occur; also not to ri trouonic 
rig tdaidog, or to all the three ideas, to indicate thereby these three virtues 


as existing before the eyes and according to the judgment of God, and 


thus as true and genuine (Theodoret, Oecumenius, Aretius, Fromond, 


Cornelius a Lapide, Baumgarten-Crusius, Jowett, Auberlen), for in this 


case the repetition of the article would be expected, and besides, évarioy 
row @eod and similar expressions have, in the above sense, always an 
adjective or corresponding clause; but it belongs—which only is 
grammatically correct—to ponpoveboveec, 80 that prypovebovres Sumpoober 7.2. 


sorresporids to paiav oteibat ei tev rpocevyav (ver. 2).—rob Get Kal narpo¢ 


qjyov] may mean Him, who is our God and our Father; or Him, who is 
God, and likewise our Father. [XLVIT 0. ¢.] 


Ver. 4, Eldéreg is incorrectly referred by many (thus Baur) to the 
Thessalonians, cither.as the nominative absolute in the sense of cidare yap 
(rasmus), or eidérep éorg (Homberg, Baumgarten-Crusius); or (Grotius) 
as the beginning of a new sentence which has its tempus Jindt. in éyevfOyre 
(ver. 6), “knowing that ye became followers of us.” Rather, the subject 
of vv. 2 and 8, thus Paul, Silvanus, and Timotheus, is continued in eldérec, 
It is further erroneous to supply «ai before eldérec (Flatt), as this participle 
is by no means similar to the two preceding. Lastly, it is erroneous to 
make eldéree dependent on pvelav rocotpevor (Pelt), Eidérec is only cor- 
rectly joined to the principal verb ebyapirovyer (ver. 2), and adduces 
the reason of the apostle’s thanksgiving, whilst the preceding par- 


ticiples state only the mode of ebyapurotiper—ind Oeod cannot be con- 


joined with cidére¢ (scientes a deo, ie. ex dei revelatione), which Estius 


29. 


1 


‘thinks possible, against which id instead ‘of apd is decisive. . Nor. 
“does it belong to rv éxAoyiy tuHv, 80 that elva would require to be 


~o.. enlus, Hemming, Zanchius, Justinian, ‘Vors- 
pode fas, Couistas, Olericus. 
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: supplied; and aa eine % oko by itself, 1 but to yyarnué- | 
yo. For—(i) this union is grammatically the most natural (see 2 
- Thess. ii. 18, the Hebrew! nim "TT, 2 Chron, xx. 7, and dyaryroi Ocvb, 
Rom. i. 7). -(2) By the union. ‘of xd Ocod tiv éxdoyay pan, a peculiar 
stress would be put on tri Ovot; but such an emphasis is inadmissible, 
as another écoy# than by God is in Paul’s view a nonentity, and therefore, 
~ the addition 4 $nd Ocov would be idle—Moreover, ddeAgot qyamnpévoe brd Oeod 
‘Gs pure address, and not the statement of the cause of ry ixhoyiy budv 
(Estins).—ékoy] election or choice, denotes the action of God, according to 
which He has predetermined from eternity individuals to be believers in 
Christ. xAjo is related to éxAoy/ as the subsequent realization to the pre- 
ceding determination. Erroneously Pelt: éxsoy# is electorum illa i Oa 
tio, qua per spiritum divinum mutatur interna hominem conditio; and 
still more arbitrarily. Baumgarten-Crusius: éAoy} is not “ choice among 
others (church election), but oud of the world,.with Paul equivalent to_ 
kdpouc, and exactly here as in 1 Cor. i. 26; not being elected, but th e mode 
or condition of the election” (!), so that the sense would be: “Ye kuow 
how ye have become Christians” (!!)--tyor the objective genitive’ to — 
- éxdoyqv : the election of you. 
Mer. 5. [XLVIT &.] Bengel, Schott, Hofmann, and others unite ver. 
5 by a simple comma to the preceding, understanding &rc in the sense 
of “that,” or “namely that,” and thus the further analysis or explic lion 
of éxdoyf, i.e. the statement wherein édoy# consists. But evidently vv. 5, 6 . 
are not a statement wherein éxzoyy consists, but of the historical facts ieorh 
~ which it may be inferred. Accordingly, ar Gf one will not understand it 
- with most interpreters as quia, Which has little to recommend it) is to be» 
separated from ver. £ by a colon, and to be. taken in the sense of jor, 
introduc ing the reason.on Which the apostle grounds his owh conviction 
of the: éxoy# of his readers. This reason is twofold—(1) The power and 
confidence by which the gospel was preached by him and. his companions . 
in Thessalonica (ver. 5); and (2) The cagemess and joy with which it was 
“embraced. by the Thessalonians (ver. 6 ff). Both are proofs of grace, 
attestations of the écdoy? of the Thessalonians on the part of God, rd ebay 
yéauov. iui) our gospel, i.e, our evangelical preaching. —ot« byergly pac bag] 
2008. NOE carried into effect among you, i. e. when. it: was brought to you. 
The’ pussive from éyevita, alien to the Attic, and originally Doric, but 
“common in the. com), cha sacterizes the being carried. into. effect as some- 
‘thing effected by divine § grace a, and the additions with éy following indicate 
the form and manner in which the apostolic pre caching was carried into 
effect... From this it. follows how erroneous it is with Koppe, Pelt, and. 
others: to refer év Ady... r04aq to. the qualities of the Thessalonians 
“which resulted from the. preaching of the apostle. : According to Koppe, 
the meaning is “ quantam 6 enim mea, apud. vos doctrina in Aninios vestros 


“dOscnmasine, Theophylact, ‘Calvin: Mus. is “2800 ‘Labecte ad | Phryn. p. 108 ff; Kuhner, 
? 1935  Winer’s iieleieu p. 80 oa Te 84], 









Ms Alexander, Turretine, ete, 
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vim habuerit, non ore tantum sed facto declaravistis.”. That the conclud- 
ing words of yer. 5, calle oidare .. . tpéc, Which apparently treats of the 
manner of the apostle’s entrance, contains only a recapitulatory statement 
of fv Ady... woddf, appealing to the testitnony of the Thessalonians, is a 
sufficient condemnation of this st range and artificial explanation. —tp Ady. 
eivor] EXLVILe] in word only, i. @. not that it Was a bare announce 
ment, 2 bare communication in human Words, which so easily. fade away. 
Grotius: Non stetit intra verba. | But the apostle says ob uévov, because 
human speech was the necessary tnstrument of communication.—éi36 kab 
év duvduer x.7.4.] By dévayue is not to be understood méracles by which the 
power of the preached gospel was attested! fon Gf so, the plural would 
have been necessary. Nor is the gospel denoted as a miraculous power 
(Benson), which meaning in itself is Possible. “Nor is the efficacy of the 
preached word among the Thessalonians indicated (Bullinger: Per 
virtutem intellexit efficaciam et vim agentem in cordibus fidelium). But 
it forms simply the contrast to Adyoc, and denotes the impressive power 
accompanying the entrance of Paul and his follower : 
Theodoret, Musculus, Cornelius a Lapide, Fromond, B 
Alexander, Benson, Macknight. interpret this of the communication of 
the Holy Spirit to the readers. But the communication of the Holy 
Spirit is beyond the power of the apostles, ag being only possible on-the 
part of God. Besides, éy wvebuare ean only contain a statement of the 
“manner in which Paul and his assistants Preached the gospel. Accord- 
ingly, the meaning is: our preaching of the S08pel was carried on among 
you in the Holy Ghost, that is, ina manner Which eould only be ascribed 
~ to the operation of the Holy Ghost. é» mvebuary dyi@ serves, therefore, not 
only for the further amplification, but also for the intensification of the 
idea év duvduen Tt. is therefore incompetent; to consider ép Ouvduer Kad év- 
mvetu, -dyto as a ey dat dvoiv instead of ay Suvduer mvetye, dylov (Calvin, 
Piseator, Turretine, Bloomfield, and others) —raypapopia] comp. Col. ii. 2; 
Rom. iv. 21, xiv. 5) denotes neither the fullnegg of spiritual gifts which 
were imparted to the Thessalonians (Lombard, Cornelius a. Lapide, 
Turretine), nor the completeness of the apostolic instruction (Thomasius), 
nor the completeness with which Paul performed his duty (Estius), nor | 
the proofs combined with his instructions, giving complete certainty 
(Fromond, Michaelis), nor generally,“ certitudo, qua Thessalonicenses 
certi de veritate evangelii ac salute sua redditi fuerant ” (Musculus, 
Benson, Macknight) ;. but the fullness and certainty of conviction, i.e. the 
inward confidence of faith with which Paul and his assistants appeared 
preaching at Thessalonica.—xalo¢ oidare KA] 9, strengthening of rz... 
mwoAAH by an appeal to the knowledge of hig readers? Pelt, entirely per- 
verting the meaning, thinks that the apostle in these concluding words 
would hold forth his example for the emulation of his readers. This view 


S.—év mvebuate dytw| 
. & Piconius, Natalis. 


1Theodoret, Oecumeniug, Theophylact, . — 20ecnm.; 


: cas kal. ri, dyot, poxpyyopa; adro 
‘Erasmus, Cornelius a: Lapide, Grotius, Nata . tues Réptup 


és dorre, ofot eyerqOnuev pds Uae, 
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could only claim indul gence if aa $ conniemiion, = 1ich, however, Pelt 
rejects, were correct. Koppe begins a new sentence with «aide, consider- 
ing caldg oidare as the protasis and «at tucig as the apodosis, and gives the 
“sense: qualem me_ vidistis, qu. apud vos essem... tales. etiam vos 
nune estis, But this connection is impossible. (1) Because oidure. cannot 
mean me vidistis, but lias a purely present signification—ye know, (2 
Because if there were such an emphatic contrast of persons (qualem 
me.,. tales etiam vos), then, instead of the simple éyevftyzev, qcig by evjlyuev 
would necegsarily be put. (8) Because éyerffyre does not mean nune estis, 
but facti estis. (4) Instead of the asyndeton kalo otdare, we would expect a 
connection with the preceding by some particle added to xabds. (5) And 
lastly, the apodosis would not be introduced by kai dueic, but by obrae Sueic 
(comp. 2 Cor. i. 5, vil. 6, x. 7). Pelt’s assertion is also erroneous, that 
instead of kale oidare olot éyevfOquer, the more correct Greek phrase would 
have been clove. ofdare quae yeyovsrac. For the greatest emphasis is’ put 
on olen éyevpnyuev, but this emphasis would have been lost by the sub- 
stitution of the above construction.—olv: éyer#Jnuer] EXUVIT £] recapitu- 
lates the preceding ro ebayy. 6... weaag, but with this difference, that what 
was before said of the act of preaching is here predicated of the preachers. 
atoe éyevfyev does not denote the privations which Paul imposed upon 
himself when he preached the gospel, as Pelagius, Estius, Macknight, 
Pelt, and ae think, making an arbitrary comparison of ii. 7, 9; 2 
. - Thess. iii. 8,9; also not kedivore, ob¢ drip abrav tréornoay, rd curiproy abrote 
~ pooplpovrer os i (Theodoret), nor both together (Natal. Alexander), It 
also does not mean quales fuerimus (so de Wette, Hofmann, and others), 
“but can only denote the being made for some purpose (proved to be, 
 Eliicott). Tt thus contains the indication that the emphatic clement in 
> the preaching of the gospel at Thessalonica was a work of divine a ppoi nt. 
 ment—of divine grace. Aceordingly, 4: bud, for your sake, that is, in 
order to gain you for the kingdom of Christ, is to be understood not of 
the purpose of the apostle and his assistants, but of the purpose of God, 
Ver. 6 contains the other side of the proof for the éxAoy? of the Thesga- 
lonians, namely, their receptivity for the preaching of the gospel demon- 
strated by facts. Ver. 6 may cither be separated by a point from the 
preceding (then the proof of ver. 6, in relation to ver, 4, lies only in 
thought, Ons being actually expressed), or it may be made to depend 
on ért in ver. 5 5 (provided this be translated by for, as itought) [XL VIL g.J. 
In this latter case «afi oidare . . . de duic, ver. 5,18 & parenthesis, This 
latter view is to be preferred, because vy. 5 and 6 appear more evidently 
to be internally connected, and, accordingly, the twofold division of the 
argument, adduced for the éxdoy7 of the readers, is more clearly brought 
forward.—iqrat] See 1 Cor. iv. 16, x1.1; Phil, iii. 17; Eph. v. 1; Gal. iv. 
12.—éyevfOnre denotes here also the having become as a having been made, 
i.e. effected by the agency of eae tov kupiov is for the sake of climax.! 


1 Brroneously Bullinger: Veluti corrections . apetoldaurn imiitatores esse debamus, qquato- 
-anbjecta addity ¢f domini. Eatenus enim . nus ii Christi imitatores aunty - 


CHAP. TB, 7%, ABBE 


The Thessalonians became imitators of the apostle and of Christ, not in 
Sivayec, in wreiva aycov, and in wAypodopia, as Koppe thinks; but because 
they received the evangelical preaching (rdv Adyov, comp. Gal. vi. 6, equiva- 
lent to ajpryza), allowed it an entrance among them, in much afiliction, 
with joy of the Moly Ghost, 7 ¢ not merely that they received the Adyoe 
(here the lertian comparationts would be wanting), but that they received: 
ib fe UAtpee moAAy pera yapiy vei. dyiou.—Sesdueroc roy Adyov] [XLVI h.] The | 
reception Of the yospol corresponds to its. aznouncement brought to the 
roadors (ver, 4), whilst pigjaie is explained by év OAdper... dyiov. The chief 
emphasis is on the concluding words : pert xapae mvebyarog dylov, containing 
in themselves the proper tertium comparationis between Christ and the 
apostle on the one hand, and the Thessalonians on the other; but év 
Gainer woAAH is placed first to strengthen it, and for the sake of contrast, 
inasmuch as déyeothe tov Adyov pera yapde xv. dy. is something high and sub- 
lime, but itis something far higher and more sublime when this joy is 
neither disturbed nor weakened by the trials and sufferings which have 
been brought upon believers on account of their faith in Christ—éy Order 
moddi| Krroncously Clericus: Subintelligendum. éyra, quum acceperitis 
overbum, quod erat in afilietione multa, h. e cujus praecones graviter 
iliveluintur, The dadue of the Thessalonians had already. bcyun during 
the presence of the apostle among them (Acts xvii. 6 ff), but after his 
expulsion it had erently inereased (ii, 14, tii. 2, 3,5). The apostle has in 
view both the eomnrncement and the continuance of the persecution (comp. 
ver. 7, and the adjective wo2ay attached to daaper), against which deSdapevoe 


tine) 


is no objection, as the two points of time are united as the spring-time of 


lait a jay or joyfalness which proceeds from the ELoly Ghost, is produced 
by Tfim (comp. Rom. xiv. 175 Gal. v. 22; Acts v. 41). In reality, it is not 
to be distinguished from yafpeer ép xepiy (See Meyer on Phil, iii. 1). 

Ver 7. The Phessalonians had so far advanced that they who: were 
formerly imitators had now become a model and an example to others.— 
gixor.) Tho singular is regular, as the apostle considers the church as a 
unity de-widan ren mereiovou] not to all believers (de Wette), but to the 
whol body of believers? raoa augments the praise given. ol meretovrec 
are beHevers, Christians (comp. Eph. i. 19). Chrysostom, whom Oecu- 
menius, Theophylwet, and most interpreters (also Pelt and Schott) follow, 
tukes mereioran in the sense of woretoaoy, finding in ver.7 the idea that 
the Thessalonians converted. at a later period were further advanced in the 
intensity of their faith than those who had been earlier believers: Kal. pay 
by taripp gale pie abrobe’ GAN obres CAdupare, dnoiv, O¢ Tov mpodaBdvrwy yevéota 
Aweacxidom .,. Ob ydp ebrev, Gore throug yevdotlas mpd¢ TO miotetoaL, GAAG Tog HON 
marehivar riog byéveotle, But this view would contain a historical untruth. 
For in Europe, according to the Acts (comp. also I Thess. il. 2), only the 
Vhilippians were believers before the Thessalonians ; all the other churches 


tee Winer's Grammar, po 164 PET. 175]; 2Sea Winer, p. 105 [E. 'T. 110}, 
Pernbardy, Santas, yp. Oy Rimes, UL p, a7. 
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of Macedonia and Achaia were foruen afterwards, The present par ticiple 
_ is rather to be understood from the standpoint: of the apostle, so that all 
_ Christians then present in Macedonia and Achaia, that is, all Christians 
actually existing there at the time of the composition of the Epistle, are 
to be understood.—év ri} Maxedovia. wat br ri? Agate] Comp. Rom. xv. 26; Acts 
“xix. 21: the twofold division of Greece usually made after its subjection 
- to the Romans (comp. Winer, Reatwirterd, 2d ed. vol. Tp. 21), The emphasis 
which Theodoret puts on. the words (lbgyoe. Fy etonpiay, dpxéruma abroug 
- eboeBelag yeyevpoar ppoag iveot peylorog Kal Ext copia HavpeaCopévors) } is not con- 
tained in it. Baur’s (p, 484) assertion, that what is said in ver. 7 is only 
suitable for a church already existing for a longer time, is without any 
- justification... For to be an example to others depends on ‘the behavior ; 
the idea of duration is entirely indifferent. 
Ver. 8. [XLVITI i] Proof of the praise in ver.7. Baumgarten-Crusius 
sais assumes in ver, 8 {f an address, not only to the Thessalonians, 
but also to the Philippians, in short, to “the first converts in Macedonia.” | 
For duéy (ver. 8) can have no. further extension than inde (ver. 7).—ag’ 
tuér] does not import vestra opera, so. that a missionary aetivity was attri- 
lmted to the Thessalonians (Riickert), also not per vos, ope consiliogue 
vestro, so that the sense would be: that the gospel might be preached by 
me in other parts of Macedonia and Achaia, has been effected by your 
advice and co-operation, Inasmuch as, when in imminent danger, my life 
and that of Silvanus was rescued by you (Schott, Matt), For in tho first 
~ case te! duér would be required, and in the second case dé tude, not to 
‘mention that the entire occasion of the last interpretation is invented and 
artificially introduced, Rather dg duav is purely local (Schott and Bloom- 
field erroneously unite the local import with the instrumental), and 
denotes: out Jrom you, forth from you, comp. 1 Cor, xiv. 36. Yet this can- 
not be referred, with Koppe and Krause, to Paul: from you, that is, when 
T left Thessalonica, I found in the other cities of Macedonia and Achaia a 
favorable opportunity for preaching the gospel. For (1) this would have 
been otherwise grammatically expressed, perhaps by ag" duéw yap dredldvre 
Hipa uo. dvégye el¢ 7d xypbooew roy Adyov rod Kupiov; add to this (2 2), which is: 
the chief point, that the logical relation of ver. § to ver. 7 (ydp) does not 
permit our seeking in ver. 8 a reference to the conduct of the apostle, but 
‘indicates that a further praise of the Zhessulonians is contained in it— 
éeAyntat] Comp. Sir, xl. 13; Joel iii, 14; an dak Avyduevov in N.T., Zs 
sounded out, like the tone of some fur-sounding instrument, ¢.e. without a 
figure: was made known with power-—~dé adyog rod xupiov] is not-the word 
~ from the Lord, or the report of what the Lord has done to you,? but the 
word Eo the Lord which He caused. to be pre ue hed (subjective genitive), 
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i.e. the gospel (comp, 2 Thess. iii. 1; Col. iii. 16); thus similar to the more 
usual expression of Paul: 6 Adyog rod Oot, But the meaning is not: The. 
report of the gospel, that it was embraced by you, went forth from you, and 
made a favorable impression upon others (de Wette); but the knowledge 
of the gospel dse/f spread from you, so that the power and the eclat which 
wis displayed at the conversion of the Thessalonians directed attention to 
the gospel, and gained friends for it—The words ob zévov have given much 
trouble to iuterpreters. According to their position they evidently belong 
to év Ti ManeSovia kui bv ri ‘Anata, and form a contrast to év ravri rérq. But 
it does not agree with this view that a new subject and predicate are found 
in the contrast introduced with dad, because the emphasis lies (as the | 
position of ob pévov , . . a2Aad appears to demand) only on the two local 
statements, so that only dg’ tuay . . .rérm should have been written, and 
gore py kA, should have been directly connected with them. This double 
subject and predicate could only be permissible provided the phrases: 

Espyyrae b Ady’ og TOD KupioN, and : 7 riaric tua y poe T. Bedv éfeAjautev Were 
aquivident, as de Wette (also Olshausen and Koch) assumes (“the fame 
of your aeceptance of the gospel sounded forth not only in Macedonia and 
Achitia, but alse ia every place the fame of your faith in God is spread 
abroal’); but, as is remarked above, de Wette does not correctly trans- 
Inte the first member of the sentence, Zanchius, Piscator, Vorstius, Beza, 

Gratinua, Koppe, Storr, Flatt, Schrader, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
others have felt themselves obliged to assume a trejection, uniting ob 
pives nob with Ge th Maxedovia xat fy ry Ayate, but with i£pyyra, and thus 
axpliin itas ifthe words stood: ag? tuay yap ob udvov §pyyrac na. But 
this grajection is a grammatical impossibility. Bloomfield has understood 
the words as a angling of lwo different forms of expression. According to 
him, it isto be analyzed: “or from you sounded the word of the Lord 
over all Macedohin and Achaia; and not only has your faith in God been 
well known there, bat the report of it has been disseminated everywhere 
else.” But that which is united by Paul is thus forcibly severed, and 
arbitrarily scalded into an entirely new form. Lastly, Rickert has 
atlempied anather expedient, According to him, the apostle, after having 
written the preater part of the sentence, was led by the desire of making 
nw forcible elimas so to alter the ueinally intended. form of the 
thought that the conclusion no longer corresponded with the announce- 
ment. Seoalso Ellicott essentially. hus, then, the sense would be: 
Vestra opera factum est, ut domini sermo propagaretur non solum in 
Maeedonia et Achaja, sed etiaam—inumo amplius quid, ipsa vestra fides 
ita por famim sparsa est, ut nullus jam sit locus, qaem ejus nulla dum 
notitin wtiverit, But against this is—(1) that 7 rior tuév, on account of 
its position alter é& wavri rir, cannot have the principal accent; on the 
contrary, to preserve the meaning maintained by Riickert, it ought to 
fave been written, GAA abry 9 wiorig bow a xpdg Tov, Oxov Ev mavrt réry 
(igeAyloley ; (2) that the wide extension of the report of the rior of the 
readers is not appropriate to form a climax to their supposed missionary 
activity expressed in the first clause of the kentonce. Ifowever, to give 


456. THE FIRST “EPISTLE ‘TO aE THESSALONIANS. 


ob pdvov., ., aad its proper Pere ae thereby t to avoid the objection of the 
double subject and predicate, there is a very simple expedient (now 
adopted by Hofmann and Auberlen), namely, another punctuation; to 
puta colon after mpiov, and to take together all that follows. According 
_ to this, ver. 8 is divided into two parts, of which the first part (ag" duéw.... 
~ rvpiav), in, Which a’ épév and eyyyrat have the emphasis, contains the 
reason of ver. 7, and of which the second part (ob pévory .. . Aadeiv re) takes - 
up the preceding éjyyra, and works it out according to its locality— 
From the fact that ob uévoy . .. daa serves to contrast the local designations, 
it follows that év wavri réro is not to be limited (with Koppe, Storr, Flatt, 
Schott, and others) to Macedonia and Achaia (ay ravi rérp rie Maxedoviac 
Kal r#¢’Ayaiac), but must denote every place outside of Macedonia and 
Achaia, entirely apart from the consideration whether Paul and his com- 
panions had already come in contact with those places or not (against 
Hofmann), thus the whole known world (Chrysostom: 7)» olxoyzéryv; Ovcu- 
menius: dravra tov xdoxor); by which itis to be conceded that Paul here, 
as in Rom, i. 8, Col, i. 6, 23, expresses himself in a popular hyperbolical 
manner) rlorig tudy y mpdg roy Gedy] your fuith, that is, your believing or 
becoming believers i God (rier thus subjective); the unusual preposi- 
tion mpéy instead of ety is also found in Philem. 5, That here God, and not 
Christ, is named as the object of faith does not alter the cuse, because God 
is the Father of Christ and the Author of the salyation contained in Tim, 
-. But the unusual form 7 pac rov Oedv is designedly chosen, in order to bring 
prominently forward the monotheistic faith to which the Thessalonians had 
~ tamed, in contrast to their former idolatry.—égerjauter] has gone forth, has 


~ spread forth, namely, as a report. Comp. on éépyeota in this sense, Matt. 


ix. 26; Luke vill. 17, ete. Probably the report had spread particularly by 


means of Christian merchants (Zanchius, Grotius, Joach, Lange, Baum. 


-.garten, de Wette), and the apostle might casily have learned it in the 
great commercial city of Corinth, where there was a constant influx of 
strangers. Pony also Aquila and Priscilla, who had lately conve from 
Rome (Acts xviii. 2), brought with them such a report: (Wieseler, p, 42). 
At all events, neither a longer existence of the Thessalonian church fol- 
lows from this passage (Schrader, Baur), nor that Paul had in the inter- 
val been in far distant places (Wurm). As, moreover, i&eapAvlev is con- 
strued not with ele but with év, so not only the arrival of the report in those 
regions is represented, but its permanence after iis arrival.!—dare pay xpelav 
Exetv quiig Aadetv re] so that we have no need to say anything of it (se. of your 
tore; erroneously Michaelis, “of the gospel;” erroneously also Koch, 
“something considerable”), because we have been already instructed 
concerning it by its report; although this is contained in écedpavilen, yet it 
is impressively brought forward and explained in what follows. 
Ver. 9, Abrot] not: sponte, abroyabac, of themselves (Pelt), but emphat- 
ically opposed to the preceding jude: not we, nay they themselves, that. is, 
pocorn’ to the well-known constructio ade sensum coe Gal li, 2): of ép 
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Th Maxedovig nat iv rH Axale kat év ravri rémy2 Besa erroneously (though 
undecidedly) refers abroi to mavreg ol mustebovtec (ver. 7)—repi quav] is not 
equivalent to trp quay, in our stead (Koppe), but. means: concerning us, 
de nobis; and, indeed, rept judy is the general introductory object of 
amayylddovow, which, is afterwards more definitely expressed by érolay 
KTA—yio, however, refers not only to the apostle and his assistants, (so 
aso Hiicott and Hofmann) but aso to the Thessalonians, because. other- 
Wise Kat még éxearpépare in relation to yay would be inappropriate. “This 
twofold nature of the subject may be already contained in 4 wiorw tudy 9 
pty. roy Ordy (ver. 8); as, on the one hand, the producing of rier by the 
labors of the apostle is expressed, and, on the other hand, its acceptance © 
on the part of the Thessalonians —droiav eicodov écxopev poco tpadc] what 
sort of entrance we had to you, namely, with the preaching of the gospel, 
i.e, (comp. ver. 5) with what power and fullness of the Holy Spirit, with 
What inward conviction and contempt of external dangers (Chrysostom, 
Qecumcnius, Theophylact erroneously limit éroiav to danger), we preached 
the gospel to you. Most waderstand droiav etaodov (led astray by the Ger- — 
man Mvingang) of the friendly reception, which Paul and his companions 
found smony the Thessalonians (indeed, according to Pelt, eicodug in itself | 
without dae denotes fecilem aditum); and accordingly some (Schott, 
Tafmann) think of the eager reception of the gospel, or of its entrance 
into the hearts of the ‘Thessalonians (Olshausen). The first view is against 
Ungndstic usage, ws cieadur &yea epde tow can only have an active sense, can 
qnly denote the coming to one, the entrance (comp, i. 1); as also in the 
Chissies sicodog is partiodarly used of the eutraunce of the chorus into the 
orchestra (comp. Passow on the word). The latter view is against the 
contort, as in wdn dreerpepare ward. the etfect of the apostle’s preaching is 
first telorred tomway] how, that is, how joyfully and energetically — 
deeorpiper| to tin from the fuse way to the trae—mpig ror Orde] to be 
converted to God: a well-known biblical figure. It can also denote to 
return fo Gods for although this is spoken of those who once were Gen- 
tiles, yet their idokitry was only an apostasy from God (comp. Rom, i. 19 
)oodanieier] the inlinitive of design. See Winer, p.208 [EL T. 824 ].—Oeg 
cavrd the diving God (comp. 1 OT, 2 Kings xix. 4, 16, and Acts xiv. 15), 
in contrast to dead idols (ab. ti, 10)—aaydevde] true, read (comp. Nps ios, 
’ Chron xv.eos Jolin xvii, 8; 1 John vy, 20), in contrast to idols, which ave 
vain and anveal The design intended by dovdebee Org COvre rat dayding 
contains as yet nothing specifically Christian ; it is rather dovdeia conse- 
ented (o the living and trne God, common to Christians and. Jews. The 
apeeifie Christian mark, that which distinguishes Christians also from Jews, 
is added in what immediately follows. 
Ver. 10, It may surprise us that this characteristic mark is given not as 
faith in Christ (comp. Acts xx. 21; also John xvii. 3), but the hope of His 
advent, But, on the one hand, this hope of the returning Christ presup- 
“poses faith in Him, as also /adueror clearly points to faith as its necessary 
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édudition and presupposition ; and: on the other hand, in the circumstances 
which occasioned the composition of this Epistle, the apostle must have 
been already led to touch ina preliminary manner upon the question, 
whose nore express discussion was reserved to a later portion of his 
Epistle —davauéve'] here. only in the N. T.; in 1 Cor. i..7, Phil. iii. 80, etc., | 
arexdéyeodue stands for it. _Erroneously Flatt: to expect with joy. The 
idea of the nearness of the advent as an event, whose coming the church 
might hope to live to see, is contained in dvapévery. [XLVU jl ik rv 
span belongs to. avapéverv.. A brach ylogy, in the sense of dvauéver gx tov 
cbpavaw énydusvor, see Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 621].—bx pyepev ix tov vexpér] is 
emphatically placed before ‘Iyooty, as God by the resurrection declared 
Christ to be His vide (comp. Rom. i. 4)... Hofmann strangely perverts the 
passage, that Paul by 6v gyepev tx toy vexpdv assigns a reason for é« Tév 
obpavav, because “the coming of the man Jesus from where He is with 
God to the world where His saints are, has for its supposition that He has 
risen from where He was with the dead.” There is no emphasis on éx 
rév obpavay, its only purpose is for completing the idea of dvauévecy.—rov 
puduevor] The present participle does not stand for rév pvodueroy (Grotius, 
Pelt); it serves to show that piec8a is not: begun only at the judgment, 
but already here, on earth, inasmuch as the inward conviction resides in.” 
the believer that he, by means of his fellowship with Christ, the owrgp, is 
delivered from all fears of a future judgment.—rdv puduevor] stands there- 
fore as a substantive. See Winer, p. 831 [E. T. 353] —ébpyt] wrath, then the 
activity of wrath, punishment. It has also this. meaning among classical 
writers—Also typ éoyoutvyc] is not equivalent to éAevoouérye (Grot., Pelt, 
and others), but refers to the certain coming of the wrath at the judgment, 
which Christ will hold at His advent (comp. Col. iii, 6). 
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ALVI, 


The similarity in some of the leading characteristics of the First Epistle to the 
‘Thessalonians and the Epistle to the Philippians—the earliest and latest of the 
letters addressed by Paul to the churches—is especially worthy of notice, As 
distinguished from the other epistles, they are both letters of: friendly interest, of 
general practical suggestion or admonition, with no great subject occupying the 
main portion of the space or of the thought, with little definiteness of plan, with 
no setting forth, at the beginning, of his apostolic office. The first and last 
messages to the churches are messages of affection. - Controversies, rebuke of 
enemics, discussions of ‘great doctrines or grave errors, defense of his official 
claims against tliose who: denied - them, all these things arise after the first, and 
pass away mainly before the last. And. yet it is. equally interesting to notice the. 
differences between the two epistles, which are naturally connected with the 
passing of the years that separated them, and with the progress of the writer’s 
thought and life. The former letter i is. ‘that. of a teacher in the vigor of his 
working age to a small Christian community having recently entered. the new life 
and. needing. admonitions and encoukagements: in fundamental things. The: 
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readers were not in the conflict of doctrine, but were raising the first questions of 
the early convert, When will the kingdom be established; when will the Lord 
come? ‘The writer was hopeful for future activity, and confident that life would 
continue. The latter epistle is the work of a man who views the end as possibly 
in the near future, and gives his exhortations on a higher plain of Christian 
development. The Church has been in existence for a long period. It has done - 
continuous and fruitfal work. It has considered other questions, and is s ready for 
wider or deeper thoughts. 

The principal subject treated in both of the epistles to the Thessalonians, i is 
the coming of the Lord. Asa subject of thought or discussion, this was naturally 
the first one which would arise in the churches and in individual minds, whether 
the members of the churches came out of Judaism or heathenism. Jewish 
thought’ was peculiarly occupied with the matter of the Messianic kingdom and 
its establishment. As the Jewish convert to Christianity centered his belief on 
Jesus as the Messiah, no question could have greater or more immediate interest 
for him, than this of His second appearance to consummate His work. The 
Gentile convert, also, though having previously had no such ideas, found himself, 
by his new faith, connected with a kingdom the promise of whose future triumph 
was the encouragement of all his hopes, He must have looked with earnest 
expectation to the coming fulfillment, and have asked, with intensity of desire, for 
the thie when it should be realized. It will be observed, however, that, in 1st 
Thesslonians, this subject is introduced only incidentally, and not as Justification: 
hy Faith isin the [pistle to the Romans. It is presented simply in the way of - 
correcting a misapprehension, and. of affording comfort to the members of the 
church with reference to the condition of certain fellow-Christians, who had 
recently died. Tt belongs, therefore, with other words of counsel and exhortation, 
which preeede and follow it, to the practical and friendly sug; sgestions of a letter 
to recent converts, 

The Mpistle is made up of expressions of interest in the res saeeeinclaliae words 
of thankfulness for their reception of the Gospel and. their progress in the Chris- 
tian life, of commendation for their virtues and labors, of interest in their prosperity, 
of anxiety to know of their condition in view of persecutions which had befallen them 
since his departure from their city,—and instructions and exhortations respecting 
duties or questions of their Christian life. The first of these divisions covers the 
lirst three chapters; the second, the last two chapters. The subject of the Lord’s 
Coming is only a part of the second section, introduced incidentally, as remarked 
‘above, The entire letter has, thus, a unity, but not so much the unity of a 
carefully arranged plan, as that of a message of interest, and affection from an . 
absent teacher to a church in whose early growth he is deeply interested. 

It is, no doubt, because of this character of the Epistle, that it has so much of 
simplicity and tenderness. The absence, not only of the word azéorodoc in ver. 1, 
but of any descriptive word with his own name; the close union of Silvanus and 
Timothy with himself, both in the salutation and in all the remainder of the 
Tepistle, as if on an equality; the calling attention to his example as that of a 
father to children, which is hinted at in vv. 5, 6 (comp. ii. 11); and the recognition 
of their Christian work and growth in the brief period since their conversion, 
with the generous, almost unbounded, praise which a father might give (vv. 3, 8), 
may be thus explained. It is worthy of notice that the plural we, instead of the 

singular J, is used in this Epistle far more than in the later ones-——I oceurring in 
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: aondttion and preaupipbeltion ‘ond 7 on cite ‘other hand; in the circumstances 
~ which occasioned the composition of this Epistle, the apostle must have 
been already led to touch in a preliminary manner upon the question, 
whose more express discussion was reserved to a later portion of his 
Epistle —évazéve’] here only in the N. T.; in1 Cor. i. 7, Phil. iii. 30, etc., 
arendéyeoSas stands for it. -Erroneously Flatt: to expect with joy. The 
idea of the nearness of the advent as. an event, whose coming the church. 
might hope to live to see, is- contained in dvapéverr. [XLViE jel tx rev 
abpavén] belongs to dvapéverv, A brachy ylogy, in the sense of dyapéverv éx tov 
obpavar épxsuevor, see Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 621].—bv jyeipev tx rev vexpav] is 
emphatically placed before: ‘Incoov, a8 God by the resurrection declared. 
. Christ to be His vide (comp. Rom, i. 4). Hofmann strangely perverts the 
passage, that Paul by dv gyeqev ix ray vexpdy assigns a reason for é« rév 
abpaviv, because “the coming of the man Jesus from where He is with 
God to the world where His saints are, has for its supposition that He has 
risen from where He was with the dead.” ‘There is no emphasis on é& 
ray obpavan, its only purpose. is for completing the idea of avapévew.—riv 
Avéuevoy] The present participle does not stand for rv pvoduevov. (Grotius, 
Pelt); it serves to show that piecda: is not: begun only at the judgment, 
but ‘already here, on earth, inasmuch as the inward conviction resides in 
the believer that he, by means of his fellowship with Christ, the owrgp, is 
delivered from all fears of a future judgment.—rdv puduevov] stands there- 
_ fore as a substantive. See Winer, p. 331 [E. T. 353].—épy7] wrath, then the 
activity of wrath, punishment. It has also this. meaning among classical 
-- Writers.\—Also ric éoyouévyc] is not equivalent to éAevoouévne (Grot., Pelt, 
ae and. others), but refers to the certain coming of the wrath atthe judgment, 
which Christ will hold at His advent (comp. Col, iii. 6). 
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‘The similarity 1 in some of the leading chavioteriuties of the First Epistle to the 

‘Thessalonians and the Epistle to the Philippians—the earliest and latest of the — 
letters addressed by Paul to the churches—is especially worthy of notice. As 
distinguished from the other epistles, they are both letters of friendly interest, of. 
; general practical suggestion or admonition, with no great subject occupying the 
-paain portion of the space or of the. thought, with little definiteness of plan, with 
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Messages: to the churches are messages of affection. Controversies, rebuke of . 
enemies, discussions of great doctrines or grave errors, defense of his official 
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readers were not in the conflict of doatntng b but were raising the first questions of 
the early convert, When will the kingdom be established; when will the Lord 
come? ‘The writer was hopeful for future activity, and confident that life would 
continne. The latter epistle is the work of a man who views the end as possibly 
in the near future, and gives his exhortations on a higher plain of Christian 
development, ‘The Charch has been in existence for a long period, It has done 
continuous and fruitfal work, Tt has considered other questions, and is anenAy for 
wider or deeper thoughts. 

The principal subject treated in both of the e epistles to the Thessalonians, i is 
the coming of the Lord. As a subject of thought or discussion, this was naturally 
the first one which would arise in the churches and in individual minds, whether 
the members of the churches came out of Judaism or heathenism. Jewish 
‘thonght was peculiarly occupied with the matter of the Messianic kingdom and 
its estublishment. As the Jewish convert to Christianity centered his belief on _ 
Jesus as the Messiah, no question could have greater or more immediate interest 
for him, than this of His second appearance to consummate His work. The 
Gentile convert, also, though having previously had no such ideas, found himself, 
by his new fiith, comected with a kingdom the promise of whose future triumph 
was the eneouragement of all his hopes, He must have looked with earnest 
expectation to the coming fulfillment, and have asked, with intensity of desire, for _ 
the time when it should be realized, It will be observed, however, that, in Lst 
Thesstlonians, this subject is introduced only. incidentally, and not as Justification, 
hy Faith is in the Epistle to the Romans. It is presented simply in the way of — 
correcting a misapprehension, and of affording comfort to the members of the 
church with reference to the condition of certain fellow-Christians, who had 
recently died. It belongs, therefore, with other words of counsel and exhortation 
which precede and follow it, to the practical and friendly suggestions of a letter 
to recent converts. 

The Mpistle is made wp of expressions of interest in the readers anelading words 
of thankfulness for their reception of the Gospel and their progress in the Chris-_ 
tian life, of commendation for their virtues and labors, of interest in their prosperity, 
of anxiety to know of their condition in view of persecutions which had befallen them 
since his departure from their city,—and instructions and exhortations respecting 
duties or questions of their Christian life. The first of these divisions covers the 
first three chapters; the second, the last two chapters. The subject of the Lord’s 
Coming is only a part of the second section, introduced incidentally, as remarked 
above, ‘The entire letter has, thus, a unity, but not so much the unity of a 
carefully arranged plan, as that of a message of interest, and affection from an. 
absent, teacher to a church in whose early growth he is deeply interested, 

It.is, no doubt, because of this character of the Epistle, that it has so much of 
simplicity und tenderness, The absence, not only of the word aréorodng in ver. 1, 
mt of any descriptive word with his. own name; the close union of Silvanus and . 
Timothy with himself, both in the salutation ‘and in all the remainder ‘of the 
Epistle, as if on an- Squality’ the calling attention to his example as that of a 
father to children, which is hinted at in vv. 5, 6 (comp. ii. 11); and the recognition 
of their Christian work and growth in the brief period since their qente 
with the genorous, almost unhounded, praise which a father might give (vv. 3,8), ~ 
may be thus explained. It is worthy of notice that. the plural we, instead of ‘the: 
singular J, is used in this 16 Spistle far more thar m in the later ones—I RCeUTENDE in 
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ile in the use of the plural he | 
in a certain sense, he still intends 
_ warnings, etc., with his own . 
. higher order. The salutation 
of this Epistle —if the text which omits ard... Xpiotod at the end of ver. 1 be 
‘ alopted as it Ht probally should. be—is the briefest that we find i in Paul’s eritinge.: 
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which are given by Lions of tpév of ver. 3 of the s delations of mloretc, deydrene, 


Baridoc to the nouns on which they depend, of the connection of toi xuplov x.7.A, 
with. éAnidog only, and of the connection of gumpootey with ‘pyrnpovévovres. must be 
accepted as correct. The word imopovf has here, as everywhere, the sense of 
stedfast endurance, which is the evidence and the characteristic of a living hope. 
-. The two words, coming together. here, make it. evident that the Apostle has in 
“mind the hope of the Lord’s coming, of which he speaks afterwards, if. 19, ete. 
.. Faith works—it is a working, not an inactive force; love toils for these towards 
. Whom it goes forth; hope perseveres, notwithstanding all that may come to try or 
- dishearten the soul. The three great principles of the Christian life are all active. 
-. "THe trials and persecutions to which the Thessalonians had already been exposed — 
since they became Christians, had given evidence that they had these active 
. principles working appropriately, each in its own way, in their lives—(c) The 
relation of the several participial: clauses in vy. 2-4 to ebyapsorotmev may be 
oo determined. by noticing, (1) that, everywhere, Paul seems to present the fact of 
his constant habit of pace for his converts as making it natural that he should 
‘give thanks when he called to mind their Christian life and development; (2) 
that etdéree introduces what must, almost necessarily, contain a ground of his 
kefulness ; and (3) that, if this be so, uvyzoveborres, not being connected with 
n hardly set forth another ground. The meaning, therefore, seems to be: 
thanks always for you—making mention, as I ever do, in my prayers— 
; ‘remember ‘your faith, etc, for the reason that I know your election.—(d) 
R. V. renders br: (ver. 5) by how that in the text, and because in the margin. . That 
the marginal rendering because (or for), is the correct. one, is proved by the con- 
_ sideration presented by Liinem. » The success of the gospel, as he had preached it. 
among them, and the regults of it in their lives were the. proofs that they had been 
~ divinely elected, and the Apostle gives thanks because he knows from this evidence 
that they: are thus chosen. The reference to election here is accordingly intro- 
; duced, as ib i is seems in Paul's ‘swaltings, in connection with the j joy which comes 
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may infer that by dbrayue is meant, both. er and in 1 Cor, that power of God 
which accompanies the preaching, and in the sphere of which its effectiveness 
lies; that by Adyo¢ is here meant, as contrasted with the more particular reference 
given by the genitive copiac in 1 Cor. the mere human word or utterance, of 
whatever sort it may be, in which the gospel message is set forth; and that év mv, 
dy, is kindred to é» arrodetZen mvebparoc, and is intended to signify ihe energizing force 
which fills the truth declared by the preacher, and carries it to the heart of the 
hearer. The whole working of the Apostle and his companions, as.they had pro- 
claimed Jesus Christ and Him crucified to the Thessalonians, had, accordingly, been 
in the sphere of words, indeed, but not only in this—in the sphere, also, of power 
and of the Holy Spirit. And now he adds év wAypodopia wodag. Whis full 
assurance or conviction on the part of the preachers is connected with their con- 
sciousness of the presence of the divajuc and the mveiua dywov, or more imme- 
diately with the latter, if év before wAnp. is omitted with 8 B 17 Sahid. Copt.. W. 
& H. and Tisch. 8th ed. omit év; Treg. brackets it. As Ell says, Amp. presents 
the “subjective, corresponding to the more objective side presented in the preced- 
ing” words—(jf) éyev#Oyyev ver. 5 refers to what they had shown themselves to 
be, not in their character as exhibited in their entire life, but in their character 
as preachers. It is doubtful whether the view of Liinem., that éyev. has so much 
of the passive sense as to indicate divine agency, and to imply divine purpose in 
Je’ tee, can be insisted upon. Fe maintains the same view with regard to éyev}- 
(yre of yer. 6—“ were made by the agency of God,” where became or showed your- 
selves would seem to be the more natural rendering. The fact that these sentences 
are connected. by ore with. éxdoyyy does not demand this assigning of a passive 
sense to the verb—(q) The placing of ver. 6 under the ore of ver. 5 (so Liinem.) - 
is favored by the correspondence of the verbs éyev#fljuevp—eyerfOyre, as’ well as by 
the evident intention of the writer to present in the two verses the twofold reason 
for siléreg x.A. If a period is placed after ver. 5, as is done by Tisch, R. V., 
Alf., and many others, the connection is unnecessarily broken.—(h) Tf the point . 
in which they showed themselves imitators of the Lord is to be found in the. 
‘words of the verse, Heb. xii. 2,3, may be compared. But may not the partict- 
pial clause deSdpevo: . . . . dyiov stand simply in‘an evidential relation to der. 
pupal, and the latter expression have a more indefinite and general reference ?— 
(i) ydp of ver. 8 gives the ground justifying the statement of ver. 7; but it intro- 
duces, at the same time, the explanation of the way in which they thus became 
an example, etc. By reason of the impression produced by their reception of the 
word and their turning from idols to the service of God, they arrested the atten- 
tion of all the believers in the upper and lower sections of Greece, and became 
objects of admiration and imitation. The gospel, in this way, had sounded forth 
from them, and their faith had gone out in its influence in every direction—and 
this to such a degree that, instead of having to tell the story of it to other 
churches, Paul found these other churches ready to tell it to him—(j) Liinem. 
finds in Gvapévew ver. 10 the idea of the nearness of the coming of the Lord. So 
Alf. and others. Ell. and others, assign to the word simply the notion of patience 
-and confidence. . There can be little doubt that the “ waiting for His Son from 
heaven” is here spoken of as the prominent thing in the new Christian life of 
the readers, because this was the great thought occupying their minds. That they © 
supposed the advent to be near is evident. Whether the apostle had this view can 
be hardly determined from this verb, but must be decided from other passages. 
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only two-or three places (ii. 1S, iff. 5, v 27). ath is evident, however, from these 
passuges—as it is in the other. epistles—that, while in the use of the plural he 
associates his companions in labor with himself in a certain sense, he still intends 


to send his message, commands, instructions, warnings, etc, with bis own . 


authority, which is different from theirs and of a higher order. The salutation 
of this Epistle—if the text which omits d73.... Xpcorot at the end of ver. 1 be 
adopted, as it probably should be—is the briefest that we find in Paul’s writings. 


@ 


XLVIL Vy. 210. 


(a) paruovetovres, (ver. 3), which Liinemann understands as meaning. maxing 
" mention of, is. better taken in the intransitive sense, remembering. The more com- 
mon meaning of the word in the N. T., is the latter, and, as pvelay qotobu. has 
already presented the former idea, it is improbable that a repetition of it would 
be given. A. V., R. V., Grimm, Ell., Noyes tr., and others take the latter view ; 
Alf, de W., and others, the former—(b) The explanations, on the other hand, 
which are given by Liinem. of izav of ver. 3, of the relations of tistews, aydrne, 
_ éaxidog to the nouns on which they depend, of the connection of To? Kuplou K.7A, 
with ézidoc only, and of the connection of éumpoobev with poxpovévovres must be 
accepted as correct. The word ézoyovg has here, as everywhere, the sense of 
-gledfust endurance, which is the evidence and the characteristic of a living hope. 
The two words, coming together here, make it evident that the Apostle has in 
mind the hope of the Lord’s coming, of which he speaks afterwards, ii. 19, ete. 
Faith works—it is a working, not an inactive force; love wil; for these towards 
whom it goes furth; hope perseveres, notwithstanding all that may come to try or 
dishearten the soul. The three great principles of the Christian life are all active. 
- THe. trials and persecutions to which the Thessalonians had already been exposed 
since they became Christians, had given evidence that they had these active 
principles working appropriately, each in its own way, in their lives—(c) The 
relation of the several participial clauses in yv. 2-4 to ebyapiorodyev may be 
determined by noticing, (1) that, everywhere, Paul seems to present the fact of 
his constant habit of prayer for his converts as making it natural that he should 
give. thanks when he called io mind their Christian life and development; (2) 
that edérec introduces what must, almost necessarily, contain a ground of his 
thankfulness; and (8) that, if this be so, pezvovetorrec, not being connected. with 
etd,, can hardly set forth another ground. The meaning, therefore, seems to he: 
I give thanks always for you—making mention, as I ever do, in my prayers— 
when I remember your faith, ete., for the reason that I know your election.—(d) 
R. V. renders bre (ver..5) by how that in the text, and because in the margin. That 
the marginal rendering because (or for), is the correct one, is proved by the con- 
sideration presented by Limem. The success of the gospel, as he had preached it 
- among them, and the results of it in their lives were the proofs that they had been 
divinely elected, and the Apostle gives thanks because he knows from this evidence 
that they are thus chosen, The reference to election here is accordingly intro- 
duced, as it is uniformly in Panl’s writings, in connection with the joy which comes 
from it to the thought of the Christian believer, who may have his hope and con- 
‘fidence made sure by reason of this fact—(e) The combination of Adyw, duvdues and 


_ vebpare suggests the similar combinations in 1 Cor. ii. 4,5, and iv. 20. From the ~ 


“passages considered in their resemblances, and apart from their differences, we 
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may infer that by dévayec is meant, both here and in 1 Cor., that power of God 
which accompanies the preaching, and in the sphere of which its effectiveness 
lies; that by Adyo¢ is here meant, as contrasted with the more particular reference 
given by the genitive oopiag in 1 Cor, the mere human word or utterance, of 
whatever sort it may be, in which the gospel message is set forth; and that év ry. 
dy, is kindred to év aodeiSer rvebuarog, and is intended to signify the energizing force 
which fills the truth declared by the preacher, and carries it to the heart of the 
hearer. The whole working of the Apostle and his companions, as they had pro- 
claimed Jesus Christ and Him crucified to the Thessalonians, had, accordingly, been 
in the sphere of words, indeed, but not only in this—in the sphere, also, of power 
and of the Holy Spirit. And now he adds év wAypogopia woaray. his full 
assurance or conviction on the part of the preachers is connected with their con- 
sciousness of the presence of the divawe and the mvetua dyior, or more imme- 
diately with the latter, if év before rAyp. is omitted with 8 B 17 Sahid. Copt. W. 
& H. and Tisch. 8th ed. omit év; Treg. brackets it. As Ell. says, w/np. presents 
the “subjective, corresponding to the more objective side presented in the preced- 
ing” words —(f) éyev(0nuev ver. 5 refers to what they had shown themselves to 
be, not in their character as exhibited in their entire life, but in their character 
as preachers, It is doubtful whether the view of Liinem., that éyev. has so much 
of the passive sense as to indicate divine agency, and to imply divine purpose in 
de tue, can be insisted upon. He maintains the same view with regard to éyev#- 
dyre of ver. 6-—“ were made by the ageney of God,” where became or showed your- 
selves would seem to be the more natural rendering. The fact that these sentences 
are connected. by ére with éAoyyv does not demand this assigning of a passive 
sense to the verh-—(g) The placing of ver. 6 under the or: of ver, 5 (so Ltinem,) 
is favored by the correspondence of the verbs éyerjfyucv—tyerqllyre, as well as by 
the evident intention of the writer to present in the two verses the twofold reason 
for etddreg «7.4. Ifa period is placed after ver. 5, as is done by Tisch, R. V., 
Alf, and many others, the connection is unnecessarily broken—(h) If the point 
in which they showed themselves imitators of the Lord is to be found in the 
words of the verse, Heb, xii, 2, 8, may be compared. But may not the partici- 
pial clause deSdyevo: . . . . dyiov stand simply in an evidential relation to éyev. 
pupenrai, and the latter expression have a more indefinite and general reference ?— 
(i) yap of ver, 8 gives the ground justifying the statement of ver. 7; but it intro- 
duces, at the same time, the explanation of the way in which they thus became 
an example, ete. By reason of the impression produced by their reception of the 
word and their turning from idols to the service of God, they arrested the atten- 
tion of all the believers in the upper and lower sections of Greece, and became 
objects of admiration and imitation. The gospel, in this way, had sounded forth 
from them, and their faith had gone out in its influence in every direction—and 
this to such a degree that, instead of having to tell the story of it to other 
churches, Paul found these other churches ready to tell it to him—(j) Liinem. 
finds in dvayéveew ver. 10 the idea of the nearness of the coming of the Lord. So 
Alf and others. Ell. and others, assign to the word simply the notion of patience 
and confidence. There can be little doubt that the “waiting for His Son from 
heayen” is here spoken of as the prominent thing in the new Christian life of 


the readers, because this was the great thought occupying their minds. That they ‘ 


supposed the advent to be near is evident. Whether the apostle had this view can 
be hardly determined from this verb, but must be decided from other passages. 
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: only two or three pistes (ii. 1 18, iii. i. By We on. it is evident, however, from these 
passages—as it is in the other epistles—that, while in the use of the plural he 
associates his companions in labor with himself in a.certain sense, he still intends 
‘to send his message, commands, instructions, warnings, etc, with his. own 
authority, which is different from theirs and. of a higher order. The salytation 
of this Epistle—if the text which omits ard... Xptcrod at the end of ver. 1 be . 
adopted, as it probably should pers the briefest that we find i in Paul’s. writings. 


ae 


XLVIL Vy. oa 


(a) prgnovetorrec, (ver. 8), which Liinemann understands as meaning maxung 
"mention of, is better taken in the intransitive sense, remembering. The more com- 
mon meaning of the word in the N.'T., is the latter, and, as pvelay waoby. has 
already presented. the former idea, it is improbable that a repetition of it would: 
be given. A. V., R. V. Grimm, ELL, Noyes tr, and others take the latter view; 
Alf, de W., and. others, the former—(b) The explanations, on the other hand, 
which are given by Linens. of tyév of ver. 3, of the relations of wiaréwe, ayarne, 
nid to the nouns on which they depend, of the connection of rot xupiov -«.7,A, 
with. éAridoc only, and of the connection of guxpuofev with prvquovévovres must be 
accepted as correct. The word izopov# has here, as everywhere, the sense. of 
stedjast enlurance, which is the evidence and the characteristic of a living hope. 
The two words, coming together here, make it evident that the Apostle has in 
mind the hope of the Lord’s coming, of which he speaks afterwards, ii. 19, ete. 
Faith works—it is a working, not an inactive force; love toils for these towards 
whom it goes forth; hope perseveres, notwithstanding all that may come to try or 
dishearten the soul. The three great principles of the Christian life are all active. 
| THe trials and persecutions to which the Thessalonians had already been exposed 
since they became Christians, had given evidence that they had these active 
principles working appropriately, each in its own way, in their lives—(c) The 
relation of the several participial clauses in vv. 2-4 to sbyaprorotyev may be 
determined. by noticing, (1) that, everywhere, Paul seems to present the fact of 
his constant’ habit of prayer for his converts as making it natural that he should 
give thanks when he called to mind their Christian life and development; (2) 
~that eidéree introduces what must, almost necessarily, contain a ground of his 
‘thankfulness; and:(8) that, if this be so, evypovetovrec, not being connected with 
eid., can hardly set forth another ground. The meaning, therefore, seems to be: 
I give thanks always for you~making mention, as I ever do, in my prayers— _ 
when I remember ‘your faith, ete., for the reason that I know your election.—(d) 
“RV. venders ore (ver, 5) by how thatin the text, and because in the margin. That 
the marginal rendering because (or for), is the correct one, is proved by the con- 
sideration presented by Liinem. The success of the gospel, as he had preached it 
among them, and the results of it in their lives were the proofs that they had beer 
divinely elected, and the Apostle gives thanks because he knows from this evidence | 
that they are thus chosen. The reference to electiom here is accordingly intro-— 
- duced, as it is uniformly in Paul’s writings, in connection with the joy which comes 
from it to the thought of the Christian believer, who may have his hope and con- 
fidence made sure by reason of this fact—(c) The combination of Adyw, duvdyec and 
nvetpart suggests the similar combinations in 1 Cor. ii. 4, §, arid iv. 20.. From the 
passages cnasidered:t in A thelr resemblances, and. pat or thes differences, we 








NOTH, 461 


may infer that by dévayi¢ is meant, both here and in 1 Cor, that power of God 
which accompanies the preaching, and in the sphere of which its effectiveness 
lies; that by Adyo¢ is here meant, as contrasted with the more particular reference 
given by the genitive copiag in 1 Cor., the mere human word or utterance, of 
whatever sort it may be, in which the gospel message is set forth; and that év ry, 
ay, is kindred to év drodeiger rvebuaroe, and is intended to signify the energizing force 
which fills the truth declared by the preacher, and carries it to the heart of the 
hearer. The whole working of the Apostle and his companions, as they had pro- 
claimed Jesus Christ and Him crucified to the Thessalonians, had, accordingly, been 
in the sphere of words, indeed, but not only in this—in the sphere, also, of power 
and of the Holy Spirit. And now he adds év rAnpogopia woaagq. his full 
assurance or conviction on the part of the preachers is connected with their con- 
sciousness of the presence of the divaye and the mveia dyov, or more imme-— 
diately with the latter, if év before 7Ayp, is omitted with 8 B17 Sahid. Copt. W. 
& HH. and Tisch. 8th ed. omit év; Treg. brackets it. As ELL says, rAyp. presents 
the “subjective, corresponding to the more objective side presented in the preced- 
ing” words.—(f) éyevdfinuev ver. 5 refers to what they had shown themselves to 
be, not in their character as exhibited in their entire life, but in their character 
as preachers. It is doubtful whether the view of Liinem., that éye. has so much 
of the passive sense as to indicate divine agency, and to imply divine purpose in 
Sv dmg, com be insisted upon. Te maintains the same view with regard to éyev#- 
dare of ver. O—" were made by the agency of God,” where became or showed your= 
seloes would seem to be the more natural rendering. The fact that these sentences 
are connected. by Gre with ékAoyfv does not demand this assigning of a passive 
sense to the verb.-—(7) The placing of ver. 6 under the 67s of ver. 5 (so Liinem.) 
is favored by the correspondence of the verbs éyeviguev—éyeviyre, as well as by 
the evident intention of the writer to present in the two verses the twofold reason 
for elddreg ara. If a period is placed after ver. 5, as is done by Tisch. R. V., 
Alf, and many others, the connection is unnecessarily broken—(h) If the point 
in which they showed themselves imitators of the Lord is to be found in the 
words of the verse, Heb. xii. 2,3, may be compared. But may not the partici- 
pial clause defduevos .. . . dyiov stand simply in’an evidential relation to éyev. 
jupenrai, and the latter expression have a more indefinite and general reference?— 
(i) ydp of ver. 8 gives the ground justifying the statement of ver. 7; but it intro- 
duces, at the same time, the explanation of the way in which they thns became 
an example, ete. By reason of the impression produced by their reception of the 
word and their turning from idols to the service of God, they arrested the atten- 
tion of all the believers in the upper and lower sections of Greece, and became 
objects of admiration and imitation. The gospel, in this way, had sounded forth 
from them, and their faith had. gone out in its influence in every direction—and 
this to such a degree that, instead of having to tell the story of it to other 
churches, Paul found these other churches ready to tell it to him—(j) Liinem. 
finds in dvayévery ver. 10 the idea of the nearness of the coming of the Lord. So 
Alf. and others. Ell. and others, assign to the word simply the notion of patience 
and confidence. There can be little doubt that the “waiting for His Son from 
heaven” is here spoken of as the prominent thing in the new Christian life of 
the readers, because this was the great thought occupying their minds. That they 
- supposed the advent to be near is evident. Whether the apostle had this view can 
be hardly determined from this verb, but must be decided from other passages. _ 




































462 ‘THE FIRST EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. 


Coane LE, 

Ver, 2, enuireey Elz. Hae Kal neve Against A BO DEFG 
“ 8, min, plur. yss. and Fathers. Kai is a gloss for the sake of strengthening. 
—Ver. #% Elz. has ore év 667g. So also Griesh. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. 2 and 7, 

‘Bloomfield, Alford. But it is to be read obd% éy 6440, with, Lachm., Tisch. 1 
and 8 and Ellicott after A BC D* F G@ &, min, which also the gradation of 
the language requires (see exposition) —Ver. 4, Instead of the Receptus 79 Oe9, 
BC D* 8* 67** 114, ef al, Clem. Bas. Occum. require. Oe. The article is 
erased by Tisch., Alford and Ellicott, bracketed by Lachmann. “The omission is 
“not sufficiently aneted Opposed to this omission are the weighty authorities of 
A De** EF G KL §**** min. and many Fathers. The article might easily 
“have been omitted, on account of the similarity of sound with the two following 
words—Ver. 7. B C* D* F G x* min. vss. (also Vulg. and It.) Orig, (once) 
Cyr. etal. have vizio, instead of the Receplus grit, Received by Lachm. But 
against the unity of the figure, and arisen from attaching the v of the preceding 
word gerithuer.—Ver, 8, duerpduevor] Elz. has izepduevo. Against A BCD 
EF G K_ LS, min, plur. edd. Chrys. (alic.) Damage. us. Theophyl. dis. 
Reiche, I. 1, p. 826 ff, indeed, recognizes duerpduevoe as primitiva seriptura ; but 
he thinks that (yespduevos was the word. designed to be written by Paul, whilst 
. « Guepouevor owed its origin to-an error in dictation—to a mistake of the amanuen- 
sis in hearing or in writing—yeyévjole] A BCD EF GL, min. plur. 
Bas. al. read éyevifyre, Recommended by Griesbach. Rightly received by 
© Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott. The Receptus yeyéryote is a 
“correction, from erroneously imagining ebdoxoiuvev to be in the present.—Ver. 9. 


Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. Alford, Ellicott, according to A B D* F G &, 23, 71, 
etal. perm. Syr. Copt. Arm. Vule. It. Chrys. (comm.) Theophyl. Ambrosiast. 
“Aug.” An explanatory correction——Ver. 12. Instead of the Recepitus paprupob- 

nevot, BD (also D*?) E (?) KL xy, min. plar. Chrys. Damase. Occ. have 


-Matth.,Fritesche (de conform. N. T. critica, quam Lackm. edidit, comment. 1., Giessen 


as. feprepeiotae is everywhere used only in a passive sense (see Meyer on Acts 
Revi 22, and Rinek, Iueubr. er it. p. 95), so that Zaprupobuevoc would be without 


into paprupotpevor, on account. of the preceding mapapeboipevor as the similarity 


of the Ree, reprrarjoat. is, with Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. Alford and Ellicott, to be 


~~» and Alford, according to ABN Copt. Syr. ‘p. al. Theodoret, (ed.) Ambrosiast. 





voxrdéc] Elz. Matth, have wxri¢ yap, But yép is rightly erased by Griesh. 


.  paptupouevow. Rejected by Griesb, Lachm. Tisch. 1, Correctly approved by « 


1841, p- 38), de Wette, Tisch. 2,7 and 8, Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott and Reiche, . 


meaning, Also feeprupdycevos. by 3 a careless scribe might easily have heen formed 
_.of termination gaye occasion to the entire omission of xal paptup. in A Instead, 


read 7 mepinareiy, according to A B-D* F G 4, min, Recommended to consid- — 
eration by Griesh—Ver. 18, Instead of the - Receptus dia robo, Lachm. Tisch. 


akong: kad oud Tobra, bleh; as the more unusual Tending, merits the preference — 








omar. m. 1. ae as 463 


Ver. 15. rode mpopprac] Elz. Matth. Bloomfield, Reiche read tote iiove Tpopyrag, 


Against AB D* E* F G &, min. vss. (also It. and Vulg.) and Fathers. A 
gloss from ver. 14 for the sake of strengthening —Ver. 16, é0acev] Lachm. and 
Tisch. 1 read éylaxev, which is only attested by B D*, whilst the Receptus has 
the important authority of A C D** and ** 
all min., of Orig. (twice) Chrys. Theodoret, Dam, et al.—Instead of the Receptus 
4 opyy D EY G, Vulg. It. Ambrosiast. Pel. Sedul. have % épy) rod @cod; an 
explanatory addition.—Ver. 18, Acé7¢] Elz, Matth. Scholz, Tisch. 2, Bloomfield, 
Reiche have ds, Against preponderating testimonies (A B D* F G ®, al.), 
Suspected also by Griesbach—Ver. 19. "Iyoot] Elz. Matth. Scholz have ‘Inoon 
Xpioroti, Xpiotod is doubted by Griesb., correctly erased by Lachm. Tisch. 
Alford and Ellicott, according to A BD EK y, min. plur. Syr, utr. al, Theodoret, 
Damase. Oec. Ambrosiast. ed. 





Contrnts.—The readers themselves know that the apostle’s entrance 
among them was not without effect: although he had just been mal- 
treated at Philippi, yet he has the courage to preach the gospel at 'Thes- 
salonier amid contentions and dangers; for God Himself has called him 
to preach the gospel. It is accordingly solely and entirely the approval 
of God which he seeks; impure motives for preaching the gospel, such as 
vanity, covetousness, desire of honor, are far removed from him; he has, 
full of love, interested himself for the Thessalonians ; he himself day and. 
night worked for his maintenance, that he might not be burdensome to 
them; he then, in a paternal manner, exhorts and beseeches every one of 
them to show themselves worthy in their life of the call to eternal blessed- 
ness, Which bad been brought to them (vy. 1-12). He then thanks God 
that the Thessalonians had actually received the gospel as the word of 
God, which it really is, and that it had already been so mighty in them, 
that they shunned not to endure sufferings for its sake (vy. 15-16). Here- 
upon the apostle testifies to his readers how he, full of longing toward 


them, who are no less than other Christian churches his hope, his praise, 


and his joy, had wished twice to return to them, but had been hindered 
by the devil (vv. 17-20). 
Ver. 1. [On Vv. 1-12, see Note XLVIIT. pages 491-493] isreferred by Grotius 
to a thought to be supplied after i, 10; Merito lam spem vitae acternae 
retinetis. Vera enim sunt, quae vobis annuntiavimus. Arbitrarily, as 
abrot yép, emphatically placed first, yea, you yourselves, must contain a 
contrast of the readers to other persons ; and, besides, this view is founded 
on a false interpretation of ob Kevy yéyover (see below). Also ver. 1 can- 
not, with Bengel, Flatt (who, besides, will consider 1. 8-10 as a parenthe- 
sis), Pelt, Schott, and others, be referred to i. 5, 6; nor, with Hofmann, 
“extending over eldéreg thy éxdoyyy tudv” (i. 4) to ehyapirotper 7H Oe@ 
(i. 2), the thought being now developed, “what justification the apostle 
had for making the election of his readers the special object of thanks- 
giving to God;” but must, with Zanchius, Balduin, Turretin, de Wette, 
Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott and others, be referred back to i. 9. For to 
i, 9 points—(1) abrot yap oidare, by which the Thessalonians themselves are 


EFGKL ®: and as it appears of © 
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contrasted to the strangers who reported their praise; (2). TY eloadov perv 
riy xpic tude, even by its similarity of sound. refers to Arvin elaodov 
éaxouev pic tuac (i. 9); (8) the greater naturalness of referring yap (ii. 1) 
to the preceding Jast independent sentence. The relation of this reference 
is as follows: in chap. ii. 1 the apostle refers to i. 9, in order to develop 
the thought expressed there—which certainly was already contained 
in. i. 5, G—by an appeal to the consciousness of the readers, But the 
thought expressed in i. 9 was twofold—(1).a statement concerning 
Paul and his assistants, namely, with what energy they preached the 
gospel: at) Thessalonica (éroiav sloodov toyoper pode duic) ; and (2) a state- 
‘ment concerning the Thessalonians, namely, with what eagerness they 
received the gospel (cat ae «7.2.), Both circumstances the apostle 
further develops in chap. ii: first, and most circumstantially, the man- 
ner in which he and his assistants appeared in Thessalonica (ii. 1-12); 
and, secondly, ‘the corresponding conduct of his readers (ii. 18-16). 
But the deseription of himself (vv. 1-12) was not occasioned by the ealum- 
niations of the apostle, and a diminution af confidence in him occasioned 
thereby (Benson, Ritschl, Hall, A. Lit, Z. 1847, No. 125; Auberlen) ; also, 
not so much by the heartfelt gratitude for the great blessings which God 
‘had conferred on his ministry at Thessalonica, as by the definite design 
of strengthening and confirming, in the way of life on which they had 
entered, the Christian Church at Thessalonica,—which, notwithstanding 
their exemplary faith, yet consisted. only of novices,—by a vivid repre- 
sentation of the circumstances of their conversion. How entirely appro- 
priate was the courageous, unselfish, selfsacrificing, and unwearied 
preaching of the apostle to exhibit the high value of the gospel itself, seeing 
it was. capable of inspiring such a conduct.as Paul and his compan- 
ions had exhibited !—yap] yea, or indeed. See Hartung, Partikellehre, I. p. 
463 f—The ‘construction : oidare rj eioodov, orr—where we, according to 
-ouridiom, would expect oidare, brs 4 eloodoe x.7.A—is not only, as Schott 
and others say, “ not unknown ” to classical writers, but is a regular con- 
struction among the-Greeks. See Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 466.—/ eiaodog 7 
Tpoe ipa] denotes here nothing more than our entrance among you— 
aevéc] is the opposite of rAjpye, and denotes empty, void of contents, null. 
ob nev) yéyovev| Grotius (whom Hammond follows) translates this by 
» mente, fallax, ( 18), and gives the sense: non decepturi ad vos venimus. 
‘But although xevde often forms the contrast to daydj¢ (see also Eph. v. 6), 
yet it obtains only thereby the meaning jfalsus, never the meaning fallax ; 
also ver. 2 would not suit to the meaning fallax, because then the idea of 
_uprightness would be expected as a contrast... Oecumenius finds in vv. 1, 
2 the contrast of truth and falsehood: ob Kev} yéyover’ rovréotiy ob parala ob. 
pidor yap. pevdeic nat Aqpor'ta tyérepa enpbyyara. But he obtains this mean- 
ing only by incorrectly laying the chief stress in ver. 2 on 7d ehayyédsov Tod 
» Geod (ode jucig avdparimédy re senpbEapev ele tude a2dd Ceod Aéyouc).  Simi- 
larly to Grotius, but equally erroneously, Koppe.(veni ad vos eo consilio 
et studio, ut vobis prodessem,non ut otiose inter vos viverem) and Rosen- 
miller (vani honoris vel opum acquirendarum studio) refer ob kev) yéyovev 

















CHAP. IL 2. 


AGE 


to the design of the apostle, interpretations which are rendered impossi- 
ble by the perfect yéyovev, With a more correct appreciation of yéyovev, 
Estius, Piscator, Vorstius, Turretin, Flatt, and others give the meaning ~ 
inutilis, fructu carens, appealing to the Hebrew P'). This meaning is in 
itself’ not untenable, but it becomes so in our passage by the contrast in 
ver. 2; for ver. 2 does not speak of the result or effect of the apostle’s 
preaching at Thessalonica, but of the character of that preaching itself. 
For the sake of this contrast, therefore, ob xevg is equivalent to dwvaré, 
dewvy (Chrys.: obt avfpwrivg obdé 4 rvyovoa), and the meaning is: the 
apostle’s cicadog, entrance, among the Thessalonians was not weak, power-.. 
less, but mighty and energetic. Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, and 
Bloomfield erroneously unile with this idea of ob xev7 the idea of the 
success of the apostle’s cicodoc, which is first spoken of in ii. 13 ff. 

Ver. 2. Calvin makes ver. 2 still dependent on rz of ver. 1; but. with- 
out grammatical justifi cation.—nporallévrec] although we suffered. before. 
npordoxev in the N. T., an draf Acyéuerov, denotes the sufferings previous 
to the time spoken of (comp, Thueyd. iii. 67; Herod. vii. 11). As, how- 
ever, the compound as well as the simple verb is a vor media, and so may 
denote the experience of something good (comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 2. 5), Paul 
fitly adds xd ippeodivreg, and were insolently treated (comp. Demosth. adv. 
Phil, i, ed. Reisk, p. 126; Matt. xxii. 6; Acts xiv. 5), by which mpora- 
ddvreg is converted in malum partem, and likewise the idea of racyew 
strengthened, [XLVOT6.] (For the circumstance, see Acts xvi.)—xabdc 
oidure] DXUVITT e] although eirot yap oidare had just preceded, is invol- 
untarily added by Paul, by reason of the lively feeling with which he 
places himself) in thought, in the time whereof he speaks. —érappyara- 
adueda] is not, with de Wette, to be referred to the bold preaching of 
the gospel, and to be translated : “we appeared with boldness,” but is to 
be rendered: “we had confidence’ rapiyoidfecter, indeed, primarily de- 
notes speaking with boldness (Eph, vi. 20), then, also, aeting with boldness 
and confidence.—éy 7G Qe@ quar] in our God, by means of fellowship and 
union with Him, belongs to érappyoucaueda, and indicates wherein this 
confidence was founded—in what it had its ground.’ uév does not de- 
note: eundem ipsis, idolorum quondam cultoribus, deum esse ac ipsi 
(Pelt), but is the involuntary expression of the internal bond which unites 
the speakers with God, with their God; comp. Rom.1.8; 1 Cor. i.4; Phil. 
i. 8, iv. 19; Philem. 4.—Aadjoar] cannot be united with érappyomodpefa in 
the sense of pera wappyoiag tAadoiuev (Koppe, Flatt, Pelt); nor is it the 
atutement of design?; nor is it an epexegetical infinitive®; but it is the 
stutement of the object attached to érappyoacdpeba, as this gives to our 


TOrcumes 8d roy évduvvapodvra Oeoy rodra — IL. p, 102: non frustra vos adii (ver. 1), sed... 





moijoas. Tedappnxapier, 
2Seaott: summa dicendi libertate usi samus, 
ut vobis traderemus doctrinam divinam laeta 
nuntiantem. 
SAmbrosiaster: exerta libertate usi sumus 
‘in deo nostro, doquendo ad vos evangelium dei 
in magno certamine; Fritzsche, ad 2 Cor. diss. 


30 


libere deo fretus doctrinam diy. tradidi, ut 
vel magnis cum aecrumnis conflictans evan- 
gelium apud vos docerem; de Wetite: “so 
that we preached the gospel. te you amid 
much contention;” Koch; HNicott: we were 
bold of speech in our God, so as to speak unto 
you the gospel of God in much conflict. 
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passage a. jenendene sense, and only introduces the infinitive clause, thus: 
we had the confidence to preach to you the gospel of God amid much contention. 
From this it follows that the chief stress is not to be laid on érappyotacdpeta 
(ver. 2); and thus the unbroken boldness of the apostle does not form the 


contrast to of Kery yéyovev, as de Wette thinks, but ob xev) yéyovev has its con- 


trast in Radjoa rd eb. v woAA@ aydu. It is only thus that a real relation. 
exists between the thought in vv. 1 and 2 (and also only thus a real rela- 
tion of ver. 8 to ver. 2; see below); for that the preaching of the apostle 


in Thessalonica was so powerful and energetic (ob Kev), Was by no means 


proved by the boldness of his preaching at Thessalonica, though a. bold- 


"ness unbroken by the persecutions which he suffered elsewhere shortly 


before; but rather th?s was something great, and demonstrated the power 
and energy of the apostle’s preaching, that he and his companions, 
though they had just undergone suffering and persecution at Philippi, 
nevertheless had the courage and confidence even in Thessalonica to 


‘preach the gospel amid sufferings and. persecutions,—ebayyltov tab Oxo) 


The genitive denotes not the object of the gospel, but its author; conip. 
Rom. i. 1. Moreover, cbayyéAtov rod Oeot is. the usual form; and: there- 


fore, although 0c precedes, ebayyéAcoy aired is not put.—év roAAG ayare] 


in much contention. dyoyv is to be understood neither of the cares and. 


anxieties of the apostle (Fritzsche), nor of his diligence and zeal olen: 
hauer), but of external conflicts and.dangers. 


Vv. 3,4 explain what enadles and. obliges the apostle to preach the gos- 
pel in sufferings and trials. The objective and subjective truth of his 
preaching enables him, and the apostolic call with which God had en- 


~. trasted him obliges him. yap, ver. 8, accordingly does not refer to. 7d 
ebayyédtav rod Ocod. (Moldenhauer, Flatt), nor to érappyoacdueda (Olshau- 


gen, de Wette,. Koch), but to AadAjoa: ty rors@ ayou—z yap mapdkanog 


- huy-obk éx wadene K.7.A.] se. gotiv, not qv (Bloomfield), for Paul establishes 
(vv. 3, 4) the manner of his entrance in Thessalonica (as the present 
‘Aatoipev proves) by qualities which were habitual to him; and not until 
ver. & does he return to the special manifestation of those general quali- 


“ties during his residence in Thessalonica—rapdxAyarc] denotes exhortation, 


7 


address. The meaning -of this word is modified according to the differ- 


ent circumstances of those to whom the address is directed. If the ad- 
‘dress is made to a sufferer or mourner, then it is naturally consolatory, . 
and: mapdxAnaue denotes comfort, consolation; but if it is directed to a 


‘moral or intellectual want, then wapéxanag is to be translated exhortation, 
admonition. Now the first evangelical preaching naturally consists in — 
exhortation and admonition y—namely, in a demand to put away their 
sins, and to lay hold on the salvation: offered by God through the mission 
of His Son (comp. 2 Cor. y. 20). Accordingly, rapaxAnoig might be used 


to denote the preaching of the gospel generally.: So here, where to ad-. 





: nius, ‘Theophylact, de Wette) or with didaoxarla (Theodoret) ; for, aecord~ 
: ing to. the above, more. is contain ed 


here to the meaning consolutio, with Zwingli, would be unsuitable. Yet 
it. is erroneous, to replace mapananac with, Ouaxh (Chrysostom, Occume- 


. 








n ie is than in these. ideas. 








CHAP, I 3, 4. AGT 


Pelt explains wapdsAyow erroneously by docendi ratio. But rapdxAqore, 
understood. as an exhortative address, or as the preaching of the gospel, 
may be taken either in an objective or subjective meaning: in the first 
‘ase, it denotes the contents or subject of the preaching; in the second 
case, the preaching itself. The latter meaning is to be preferred on ac- 
count of ver. 4.—The apd«4nou of the apostle and his assistants had its 


origin not dx wAdvyc. wAdey, error, is used in a transitive and intransitive | 


sense. In the former case it denotes deceitfulness (Matt. xxvii: 64) or 
seduction (Kiph. iv. 14); in the latter, which is the more usual meaning, 
delusion. In both cases wdAdvy is the contrast of daqdea (1 John iy. 6): in 


the former case, of dAgdea in a subjective sense, truthfulness; in the’ 


latter, of aA7dem in an objective sense, truth (thus in Rom. i. 27, where 
nAduy refers to the idolatrous perversion of Monotheistic worship). Also, 
here wAdvy (on account of the succeeding é déjp) is best rendered not 
impostura (Erasmus, Calvin, Hemming, Estius, Beza, Turretin) or sedu- 
cendi studium (Vorstius, Grotius, Baumgarten-Crusins), but delusion, 
Accordingly the sense is: the apostle and his associates avoided not 
sufferings and trials in the preaching of the gospel, because their preach- 
ing rested not on a fiction, a whim, a dream, a delusion,—consequently it 
had not such as these for its object and contents; but it is founded on 
reality,—that is to say, it has divine truth as its source.—ovdé & dxafapoiac] 
a second reason different from the first, and heightening it. Paul turns 
from the objective side of the origin of his preaching to its subjective 
side,—that is, ta the motive which lay at the foundation of the gospel 
preaching of himself and his assistants. This motive is not dxafapaia 


(see Tittmann, de synonyn. in N. T. Lop. 150 £.), uncleanness, i.e. impurity 


of sentiment, as would be the case were the apostle to preach the gospel 
from covetousness, vanity, or similar reasons.—obd2 éy déAo] nor also (does 
it consist or realize itself) in guile or deceit (contrast to eAupivera, 2 ee 
ii. 17); a new emphasis, as it was something still worse, if not only a 
impure purpose lay at the foundation of a transaction, but also Sesicnen: 
sible means (e.g. xodaneia, ver. 5) were employed for the attainment. of 
that purpose. 

Ver. 4. The contrast. = fae not equivalent to because, quoniam (Platt), 
but according as, or in conformity with this —do«pdfer] denotes to prove, to 
iry, then to esteem worthy, so that it corresponds to the verb agcoiv, 2 Thess. 
i. 11.—dedonxyudopeba PXLVIUOL. d.] denotes, accordingly, not the divine act of 
the purification of the human character (Moldenhauer), but the being 
esteemed worthy on the part of God; not, however, asa reward of human 
merit, or a recognition of a disposition not taken up with earthly things 

‘(Chrysostom : ei jy elde maroc amnddaypévoug Pustexod, obk av jude etdero; 
Theophylact: ob dv &eréaro, et wi akiove éyivwoxe); also, not as an antici- 
pation that Paul and his associates would preach the gospel without pleas- 
ing men (Occumenius: 6 Ocd¢ Moxipacev judg pndiv mpdg ddfav Aadeiv avflpo- 
nav péddovrac), but as a manifestation of the free and gracious counsel of 


f 


“4Comp, Plut. Thes, 12: "EX@av obv 6 Oneeds emi rd dpuarov obk éoxiuace ppdgew abrév, Sores ety. 
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* God (Cheodoret, Grotius, Pelt, Ellicott). The chief idea, however, is not 
éesoxcudoueba (so Hofmann), but wicrevOgvae 7d .ebayyéiuov.-—The passive 
form: morev®jvar. TO ‘ebayyéiov, is according to the well-known Greek 

i idiom, of using in the passive the nominative of the person, even in vers 
which in the active govern the genitive or dative. Comp. Rom. iii. 2; 1_ 
Cor. ix, 17; Gal. ii 7; Kiihner, Il. p. 34; Winer, p. 215 [E, T. oat — 

. otra] emphatically : even in this condition, even according to this rule. It 
#. does not refer to the following é¢ (Flatt), but to the preceding xa@oe, and. 
denotes that the gospel preaching of the apostle and his associates was in 
correspondence with the grace and obligation imparted to them,—ob x oC 

_ nr2.] explains and defines the whole preceding sentence: kafoo .. . obrag 
AaAovper.—dpéoxew] is here, on account of the concluding words 4446 r@ 
eh x.7A., not to please, to ‘find approbation, but to seek to please, For, in 
reference to God, the apostle, according to his whole religious views and 
habits of thought, could only predicate of himself an endeavor to please, 
but not the actual fact that he pleased Him, It would, however, be erron- 
eous to put this meaning into the verb itself; it arises only when the 
present or imperfect is employed, because these tenses may be used de 
conatue—éie} may either be—(1)a pure particle of comparison: not as 
men-pleasers, but as such who seek to please God; or (2) may mark the >, 
condition: not.as such who; ete.; or lastly, (8) may emphasize the per- 
versity which would exist, if the apostle was accused of avipamog dpéckew : 

not as if we sought to please men. In the two first cases é¢ extends over 

- the second member of the sentence: daAd r@ Ge «7.4., in the last only 

over arOpdrore dpécxovree. The second meaning is to be preferred, as 

according to it. oby d¢ «7.2. corresponds best to the qualifying words 

_ expressive of the apostle’s mode of preaching (ver. 3).—r6 doxpdfovts tag 

~ kapdiag huey] who proves, searches our hearts. juav refers to the speaker. 

To understand it generally, with Koppe, Pelt, Koch, and Bioomfield, is 

indeed possible, but not to be commended, as the general form ro darqed~ 

Cote. rae kapdlac, without the addition of judn, would be expected. Comp. 

Rom. viii. 27; Rev. ii. 23; Ps. vii. 10: Moreover, Paul speaks neither 

here nor in ver. 7 ff. of himself only, as de Wette thinks “very probable ” 

in vv. 8, 4, but “certain” in ver. 7, but includes his associates mentioned 

~imi.1. Ifthe apostle spoke only of himself, he would not have put. rag 

“ kapsiag judy (ver, 4) and rag éavrdv yuyde (ver. 8), but would have written 

. both times the singular, rj xapdiav quay and ryy yuziy quar. Seek, 

Ver. 5. Proof of the Aabditual character of the gospel preaching by an 

. appeal to. the character which it specially had in Thessalonica.—ydp] refers” 

tO obx de. dvflpdrrrote apéoxovrec dAAG TH Ged. —éyevip quer év] we proved our- 
selues in, or we appeared as of such a character. The passive form éyev40- 
nuev (see on i. 5) denotes here also that the mode of appearance mentioned 
lay} in the plan of God, was earner appointed by Him sraonatela| COMP. 





es 


he 
ee 
a 
. 
| 
he, 


ABO Wieséler on. Gal. 1,10, who, howaverse ex- 2S8ee Paugk, ad Eur. Hel. Vv. 1085; Stallb, 
“plains it not “to seek to please,” but “to live ad. Plat. Gorg. p. 185, and ad Protag. pe 485 

. toplease ;” and after him, Hofmann and M6h- - “Baten IL P. 87. 
: Jer in the 3d ed: of de. Wette’s Commentary, 





CHAP. In 5. : 469 

Theophrast. charact. c. 2: Tow dd KoAaKeiay brordBot dv ric duidiav aioxpav. 
elvat, ouugépovcay J3 TO Kodaxetovrt, The word is not again found in the 
N.T. dy Adyo xodaneiac cannot denote in a rumor (report) of flattery, accord. 
“ing to which the sense would be : for never has one blamed us of flattery 
(so Heinsius, Hammond, Clericus, Michaelis). Against this is the con- 
text, for the point here is not what others said of the apostle’s conduct, but 
what it was in reality. Also it is inadmissible to take é 2d) koAaxeiag, 
according to the analogy of the Hebrew 137 with the following substan- 
tive, as a circumlocution for é& cohaxeia (SO Pelt, who, however, when he 
renders the clause: in assentationis eimen incurri, involuntarily falls into 
the afore-mentioned explanation). For—(1) the Hebrew use of ZI is 
foreign to the N. T.; (2) it is overlooked that Aé6yor xodaxeiac finds in the 
_ context its full import and reference, inasmuch as the apostle, in com- 
plete conformity to the contents of the preceding verses (comp. AaAryjoas, 
ver. 2; wapduAnog, ver. 8: Aadovuev, ver. 4), in the beginning of ver, 5 still 
speaks of a quality of his discourse, and only in ver. 6 passes to describe 
his conduct in. Thessalonica in general. Accordingly, the apostle denies 
that he appeared in Thessalonica with a mode of speech whose nature or 
contents was flattery (Schott falsely takes codaxelag as the genitive of origin),. 
or that he showed himself infected with it, In Thessalonica, for this timi- 
tation of ob .. . roré is demanded by the accessory appeal to the actual 
knowledge of the readers—xatiic oidare, as ye know.—obre év mpopdacn. wco- 
veSiag] 8c, eyeviyuen.  mpdpacee, from tpopgaio (not from mpdgnur), denotes 
that which one puts on for appearance, and with the definite design to 
color or to cloak something else. It therefore denotes pretext, the out- 
ward show, and has its contrast (comp. Phil. i.18) in aajleat The mean- 
ing accordingly is: we appeared not in a pretext for covetousness, 7. ¢. our 
gospel preaching was not of this nature, that it was only a pretext or 
cloak to conceal our proper design, namely, covetousness. Without 
linguistic reason, and against the context, Heinsius and Hammond 
understand mpdgace as accusatio ; Pelt, weakening the idea, arid not 
exhausting the fundamental import of mpdgacig (see below), nunquam 
ostendi avaritiam ; Wolf also unsatisfactorily considers mpépace' as equiv- 
alent to species; similarly Ewald; “even in an appearance of covetous- 
ness;” for the emphatic ever (by which that interpretation is at all 
suitable, and by means of which there would be a reference to a supple- 
mentary clause, “to say nothing of its being really covetousness”’) is 
interpolated, and the question at issue is not whether Paul and his associ- 
ates avoided the appearance of weovetia, but whether they actually kept 
themselves at a distance from mieovegia. Lastly, erroneously Clericus (so 
also the Vulg.): in occasione avaritiae, ita ut velit apostolus se nullam 
unquam oceasionem praebuisse, ob quam posset insimulari avaritiae —@ed¢ 
eépruc] comp. Rom. i.9; Phil. i.8. Paul having just now appealed to the - 
testimony of his readers that he was removed from kodaxeia, NOW takes 
God for witness that the motive of his behavior was not a Acovegia. 


1Sce proofs in Raphel, Polyb. p. 354, 
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Naturally and ‘rightly ; for man can only judge of the character of an 


“action when externally manifested, but God only knows the internal 


motives of acting. Ltr, | 

Ver. 6. Nor have the apostle and his associates had to do in the publi- 
cation of the gospel with external honor and distinction. Comp. John v. 
41, 44.—Cyrotvrec] se. iyeviOnuer.—é& tvpdruv] emphatic.A-According to 


Schott and Bloomfield, the preposition éx refers to the direct and a7é to 


the indirect origin,—a distinction in our passage impossible, as é dvipé- 
nov is the general expression which is by obre . . . ore divided into sub- 
ordinate members, or specialized. See Winer, p. 883 [E. T. 411].2-—A new 


“sentence is not to be begun with dvvdyevoc, so that either, with Flatt, quev - 
would have to be supplied; or, with Calvin, Koppe, and others, devdpevoe 
«ra. would have to be considered as the protasis, and Aa" éyevilnuev (ver, 
- 7) as the apodosis belonging to it; or, with Hofmann, 422) tyevfOnuev irae 


év péoy tov ag an exclamatory interruption of the discourse in its pro- 
gress, distinctions chiefly occasioned by the misunderstanding of é Bépex 
But duvduevoc is subordinate to Gyroturec (se. éyenfOnuev) and limits it, on 
account of which it is inappropriate to enclose duvdpevar . . . dmdoroda, 


“with Schéttgen and Griesbach, in a parenthesis. The meaning is: Also 


in our entrance to you our motive was not in anywise to be honored or 


~ distinguished by men, although we certainly might have demanded external 
honor. ‘Theodoret, Musculus, Camerarius, Estius, Beza, Grotius, Calixtus, 


Calovius, Clericus, Turretin, Whitby, Baumgarten, Koppe, Flatt, Ewald, 


Hofmann, and others take. é. dpe eivac in the sense of being burdensome 


(se. by a demand of maintenance from the church), and thus equivalent 


to émpBapetv (ver. 9; 2 Thess. iii. 8;-and xaraPapetv, 2 Cor. xii, 16; comp. 
 GPapy tuaurdy érppyoa, 2 Cor. xi. 9); but. this is an arbitrary assumption 
from ver, 9—arbitrary, because ¢yrotvree défav and év Pdpe elvar must 
correspond; but in the first half of ver. 6 Paul’s custom of not suffering 


himself to be supported by the church, but gaining his maintenance by 
working with his own hands, is not indicated by a single syllable. On 
account of this correspondence of év’ Bdpe with _dégav, the explanation of 


_«-Lipsius (Stud u. Krit. 1854,-4, p. 912) is wholly untenable: “As the 

apostles of Christ we did not at all need glory among men, but were 
“rather in a position to endure trouble and burden,—that is, to endure ° 
. with equanimity persecutions and trials of all kinds which men inflict 


upon us,” not to mention that the idea of “not at all needing,” and the 


» emphatic “rather,” are first. arbitrarily interpolated. Heinsius, after the 


example of Piscator (who, however, wavers), understands é» Pépes elvar of 


- severitas apostolica: Se igitur, é Bdper elvar duvdyevov, quam severitatem 


exercere apostolicam posset, lenem: fuisse, eo fere modo, quo éy péBdy 


‘TWOecumenius: Kadiig 62 ef avOpdmey? rhy — manam originem habet, ex hominibus exsistit: 
yap dx Oeod (se. Sofa) car egjrovy xaieddupavov. ddéa ad’ duav; quae singulatim @ vobis, vestro 
. *If a distinction between the two preposi- eb orethanatac proficiscitur;” or, with Alford, 
tiong is to be assumed, we can only say, with bx ‘belongs. tothe abstract ground: of the 2 


_ Bouman (Charact. theolog. I.-p.18)i “dea && 86a, awd to the concrete object, from which it 


avipdrwy universe. est dvépwmivy, quae hu- . was in ¢ach case to acerus,” 








CHAP, 1. 6-8, ge nts oT 
EMeiv kat év dydrp mvebwarl te rpairyroc, 1 Cor. iv. 21, opponit. But thus 
éy Paper and iri will be erroneously opposed to each other, (See on 
ver. 7.) Pdpoc, heaviness, weight, occurs even among classical writers, as 
the Latin gravitas, in the sense of distinction, dignity (see Wesseling, ad 
Diodor, Sieul. TV. 61), év Bape elvae [XLVIII ¢.] accordingly means to be 
of weight, to be of importance, z.¢. to be deserving of outward honor and 
distinction.~—Paul annexes the justification of such an iv Béper sha by 
the words o¢ Xpcrod ardorodo:] te. not sicut apostoli alii faciunt (1 Cor. 
ix. 6; Grotius), but in virtue of our character as the apostles of Christ. 
aurdarodoe is, however, to be used in its wider sense, as Paul not only 
speaks of himself, but also of Silvanus and Timotheus, asin Acts xiy. 14. 

Ver. 7. Paul begins in this verse the positive description of his appear- 
ance and conduct in Thessalonica.—aaa’ éyevfOypev jmcod] [XLVULZ] a 
contrast not to dvvdyevor év Paper civas (Heinsius, Turretin, and others), 
but to the principal tdea of ver. 6. The apostle’s conduct is not that of 
one dégav.é avépdoray Cyrév, but of one who was #rw¢; God had made 
hin show himself (éyev7Oquev) not as master, but as servant. Oecumenius : 
ay ele &F dyuiy éyevithiwev.—iric] mild, kindly, is used of an amiable dispo- 
sition or conduct of a higher toward a lower, é. e. of a prince to his subjects, 
of a judge to the accused, of a father to his children.2—év péow bpdv] in 
your midst, i.e. in intercourse with you. Erroneously Calovius, it denotes : 
erga omnes pariter. Non erga hos blandi, erga illos morosi. There is, 
however, no emphasis on tuév; the apostle does. not indicate that he 
behaved otherwise in other places.—A colon is to be put after iv péco 
dui, so that ag... obrog are connected as protasis and apodosis, and 
deseribe the éntensity of Paul’s love to the Thessalonians; whilst in éyevj- 
dyzev .. . dua» this love only in and for itself, or according to its general 
nature, was stated asa feature of the apostle’s behavior. [XLVIII g.] 
~rpopdc| & nurse (APY) here, as is evident from ra éavrije téxva, the 
suckling mother herself. Under the image of a mother Paul represents 
himself also, in Gal. iv. 19, as elsewhere, under the image of a father; see 
ver. 11; 1 Cor. iv. 15; Philem. 10.—ééarer] originally to warm, of birds 
which cover and warm their young with their feathers: (see Deut. xxii. 
6); consequently an image of protecting love and anxious care generally, 
our cherishing; see Eph. v. 29. ; 

Ver 8. ‘Ouefpeotac] occurs, besides LX CX. Job iii. 21, and Symmachus, . 
Ps. Ixii. 2 (yet even in these two places mss. differ), only in the glossaries, 
FHesychius, Phavorinus, and Photius explain it by érdéupetv. Theophy-— 
lact derives it from éuot and eipew; and corresponding to this, Photius 
explains it by duot ypudoda. Accordingly, duepéucvor tudv would denote 
bound with you, attached to you. Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 792 f., Schott, 
and others agree. But this is questionable—(1) Because the verb is here 
construed with the genitive, and not with the dative; (2) because there is 


2Thus Chrysostom, Oecumenius and Theo- | Wette, Koch, Bisping, Alford, Ellicott, Auber- 
phylact. (both, however, undecidedly), Am- — len, and others. 
brosiaster, Erasmus, Calvin, Hunnius, Wolf, 2Comp. Hom. Od, ii. 47; Herodian, fi. 4, 
‘Moldenhauer, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, de iit.; Pausan, Hiiue. ii, 18. 
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no inane of a similar verb ‘irnpoutiied with | éuod OF bude; see ‘Winer, 
p. 95. [E.T. 101]. Now, as in Nicander (Theriaca, ver. 402) the simple 
- form peipeodar occurs in the sense of iveipeoSa:, it can hardly be doubted 
that peipecda: is the original root to which iyeipeoda and ézeipeotar (hav- 
ing the same nreaning) are related, having a syllable pretixed for euphony. 
Compare the analogous forms. of Kéiw and dnédrw, dipapae and adipouac, 
gaéw and digo, aiw and iaio, ‘and see Kihner, I. p. 27. Accordingly, as 
“ petpec8-at rivée denotes primatily the yearning love, the yearning desire 
for union with an absend friend, and secondarily is, according to the testi- 
mony of Hesychius, synonymous With épdv, duepduevae tudv receives here 
the suitable meaning of filled with love to you. Beza unnecessarily, and 
against the context (because the word is a verbum épurudy), supplies; 
videlicet vos.ad Christum tanquam sponsam ad sponsum adducendi.—. 
abrac] belongs not to dpepduevor (Sehrader), but. to ebdoxouper 5 thus it. is 
“not intensifying: so much, but a simple particle of comparison : thus, in 
- this. EN ie not present, but imperfect. with the augment 
omitted: See Winer, p. 69 [E.T. 71]. cbdoxer, to esteem good, here, to be 
- qwilling, denotes that what took place was from a free determination of 
will. . Thus it is used both of the eternal, gracious, and free counsels of 
God (Col. i 19; Gal. i 15; 1 Cor. i. 21), and of the free determination of 
men (Rom. xv. 26; 2 Cor. v. 8).—ra¢ éaurav yuxdc] not a Hebraism in the 
sense of nosmet ipsos (Koppe, Flatt), but our lives (Hom. Od. iii. 74; 
Aristoph. Plut. 524); the plural qiyae proves that Paul thinks not of him- 
_ self only, but also of Silvanus and Timotheus—On éaorér, comp. Bern- 
hardy, Syntax, p. 272; Winer, p. 142 [E. T. 150]. However, the verb 
- peradotvar does not strictly apply to rag éavrdv puyxdc, as the idea of imparting 
is here transformed into that of offering up, devoting. (Erroneously Bengel: 
anima nostra cupiebat quasi immeare in animam vestram. Hofmann: 
In the word preached, which Paul and his companions imparted. to: the 
Thessalonians even to the exhaustion of their vital power, this as it were 
‘passed over to them, just.as the vital power of the mother passes over to 
the child; whom she is not content with nourishing generally, but, from 
‘the longings of love to it, desires to nourish it by suckling.) From the 
compound verb yeradoiva: the idea of the simple verb Sotvat is accord- — 
ingly to be extracted (a zeugma; see Kithner, IZ. 606) —The thought. 
contained inde. . . obrwe is accordingly : As a mother not only nourishes 
her new-born child with her milk, but also cherishes and shelters it, yea, 
is. ready to sacrifice her life for its preservation, so has the apostle not 
merely nourished his spiritual child, the Thessalonian church, with the 
milk of the gospel, but has been also ready, in order to preserve it in the 
_ newly begun life, to sacrifice his own life-——The inducement to such a-con- - 
duct was love; which the apostle, although he had already- mentioned it, 
. again definitely states in the words Seite ayarnrot qui ele because ye 
‘were dear and valuable to us. % 
Ver. 9. Tép (XLVILILI A.] refers Sor to bibucion év Sse elvai, yer. 6 (Flatt), 
rae but either to dyevfOquev jrcot (ver. 7), or to ebdoxotpev peradadvar, or, sare 
und ‘tod Ayasteret ‘help ers 8). For the first reference ba Kenia aro) it « 











‘CHAP. IL 9. | Sone S Poe £73: 


may be argued that éyev#@uev jie is the chief idea, the theme as it were, 
of vy. 7 and 8; but against this is, that the same thought which was 
expressed in éyenjSypyev pre is repeated and more definitely developed in 
in a much more vivid and special manner by means of the parallel . 
sentence, attached without a copula, and thus complete. In such a 
sane a causal conjunction following refers rather to. the more vivid and 
concrete expression than to the more general and abstract. Accordingly, 
we are referred to the connection with ebdocotpev ueradodvac, Neither can 
this, however, be the correct connection; for then must ver.-9 have 
proved the readiness of the apostle when at Thessalonica to sacrifice his 
own life for the Thessalonians, as is expressed in ver. 8. But this.is not - 
the case, for in ver. 9 Paul speaks indeed of his self-sacrificing love; but 
not of the danger of his life which arose from it. Also Auberlen, who 
recently has maintained a reference to ebdoxodiyev peradoiva, can only 
support this meaning, that Paul has.adduced his manual labor mentioned 
in ver. 9 as a “risking of his health and lite.’ In the same manner; 
Ellicott: “the Apostle and his followers practically gave wp their 
existence to these converts, when they spent night and day in toil rather 
than be a burden to any of them.” But how forced is this idea of the 
context, and how arbitrarily is the idea of the sacrifice of life, supposed to 
be expressed therein, contorted and softened down! It is best, therefore, 
to unite ydp with dire dyaryrol auiv éyevifyre, a union which, besides, is 
recommended by the direct proximity of the words.—popyovetere] as yap 
proves, is*indicative, not imperative —xdrog and judxfoc] labor and pains : 
placed together also in 2 Thess. ili, 8 and 2 Cor. xi. 27.. Musculus: 
Signiticat se haud leviter et obiter, sed ad fatigationem usque incubuisse 
laboribus. Arbitrarily separating and mixing the gradation, Balduin 
interprets «dog “de spirtuali labore, qui consistebat in. praedicatione 
eyangelii;” and pdéylog “de manuario labore scenopegiae.”—vurrd¢ kal 
qutpag| a concrete and proverbial circumlocution of the abstract 
adiadcinroc, But rverdc, as usual (Acts ix. 241s an exception), is placed 
first, because the Jews (as also the Athenians, see Plin. Nat. Hist. ii. 79; 
Funke, Real-Sehullec. TL. p. 182) reckoned the civil day from sunset to 
sunset (see Winer’s bibl. Realwirterb. 2d ed. vol. IL. p. 650). Pelagius, 
Faber Stapulensis, Hemming, Balduin, and <Aretius arbitrarily limit 
purds to épyatéuevos, and guépag to éxnpitaner.—épydleoba] (comp. 1 Cor. 
ix. 6; 2 Thess. iii. 10,12; Acts xviii. 13) the usual word also among the 
classics (comp. Xen. Mem. i. 2. 57) to denote working for wages, especially 
manual labor or working by means of a trade (therefore the addition raig 
yepoi, 1 Cor. iv. 12; Eph. iv. 28). Paul means his working asa tent-cloth 
maker, Acts xviii. 3.—*mpig 7rd py eriBaphoat tiva tuav] in order not to be 
burdensome to any, sc. by a demand of maintenance. Incorrectly, Chry- 
gostom, Theophylact, Pelt, and others infer from this that the converted 
Thessalonians were poor. Evidently this unselfish conduct of the apostle 
had its ultimate reason in an endeavor that there should be no hindrance 
on his part to the diffusion of the gospel.—ele tuéc] represents the readers — 
-as the local objects of kyptocew; comp. Mark xiii. 10; Luke xxiv. 47. 
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Therefore, according to the. scene sense, oH is true that ele dude and ipiv 


do not differ, but the mode of looking at it 3 is somewhat sae See 


Winer, p. 200 [E. T. 212]. 
Ver. 10. This. verse is designed to aa ina summery manner the 


conduct of the apostle among the Thessalonians, which was hitherto only | 


represented by special features; but as thereby .not merely what was 
patent to external observation, that is, the visible action on which man 
can pronounce a judgment, but likewise the internal disposition, which is 
the source of that action, was to be emphasized; so Paul naturally 
appeals for the truth of his assertion not only to his readers, but to God. 
The apostle, however, proceeds without a particle of transition, on account 
of the warmth of emotion with which he speaks.— ae] how very.—éciwe 
Kal dueaiexe| (comp. Eph. iv. 24; Luke i. 75; Wisd. ix. 3, doéra¢ and 


- dixatogiyy) is put entirely in accordance with classical usage; the first 


denotes dutifal conduct toward God, and the latter toward our nelghhionkc 
dpéurtoc| unblaneably. Turretin, Bengel, Moldenhauer interpret this of - 


dutiful conduct toward oneself, evidently from the desire of a logical division. 


of love, in order to obtain a sharply marked threefold division of the idea. 
Flacius refers it to the reliqui mores besides justitia, that is, to. castitas, 
sobrietas, and moderatio in omnibus ; but this is without any reason. It is 


the general negative designation, comprehending the two preceding more _ 


special and positive expressions, thus to be understood of a dutiful con- 


~~ duct toward God and man. Too narrowly Olshausen : that it is the 
- negative expression of the positive decaiwc.—ipiv role miorebovaw] belongs 
“not only to dyéumrag, but to the whole sentence: d¢ éciwg Kad dun. wad dy. 


éyevf§. It is not. dat. commodi ;* “ to your, the believers’, behoof;” so that 
it would be identical with. de tua tote morebovrac. Nor does it mean 


S toward you believers (de Wette: “This, his conduct, had believers for its 


object with whom. he came into contact;” Hofmann, Auberlen), for (1) 
éciac does not suit this meaning; (2) as dyiv toic morevovow is not without 
emphasis, the unsuitable contrast would arise, that in reference to others 


the apostle did not esteem the upright conduct necessary. For, with 


Hammond, to apply tyiv roe moretovow, in contrast to the téme when 


- those addressed had not yet been brought to the faith, is grammatically 


impossible, as then the participle of the aorist without the article must be: 


used; (8). derf67uev does not obtain its due force, as the passive form 
cannot denote pure self-activity. [XLVIT <]. tuiv roig meoretovow is, as 
already Oecumenius and Theophylact (and recently Alford) explain it, 
». the dative of opinion or judgment. (see Winer, p. 199 [B..T. 212]; Butt- 


mann Gramm., des neutest. Sprachgebrauchs, p. 176 [E. T. 179]; Bern- 


: hardy, Syntax, p. 88): for you, believers, so that this was the character, the 
~ light in which we appeared to you. Thus an appropriate limitation arises 
ae By this. addition. For the noe raised against the apostle, and his 


Loonin’ Plat, borg. p OT: kal. phy mek pay “ago also the Reviewer of the first saition - 


. \- apbpdrougs ra: mpowryxavra. npdtrar bikad aye nthe Darmatadt Literat-Bl, aur Darmst. Ag. - 


modrrot, wept 88. feods boi; Polyb. xxxili, 10... Kirehensoit. 1851, No. 131, “PB 1051 biinon 
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CHAP: IL 10-12,” 475 
expulsion from Thessalonica, clearly showed how far from being general 
was the recognition that God had enabled the apostle to behave éolur kai 
Oucaiog Kai apéumroc. Moreover, a¢ dciwg «7.4, tyev, is not equivalent to de 
bow «7A, éyev, (Schott). The adverbs bring prominently forward the 
mode and manner, the condition of yevjvad 

Vy. 11, 12 are not a mere further digression into particulars, which we 
“an scarcely assume after the general concluding words in ver. 10, with- 
out blaming the author, notwithstanding the freedom of epistolary 
composition, of great logical arbitrariness and looseness, but are a proof 
of the general concluding sentence ver. 10, ex analogia. As in all that has 
hitherto been said the twofold reference to the apostle and his two 
associates on the one hand, and to the readers on the other, has 
predominated, so is this also the case in vv. 10-12. The circumstance 
that he has anxiously and earnestly exhorted his readers to a similar — 
conduct in dodry¢, Secacooivy, and duempia, is asserted by the apostle as a 
proof that he himself behaved in the most perfect manner (4s) among the 
Thessalonians doiag sai ducaiog nat auéunrwc. For if any one be truly 
desirous that others walk virtuously, this presupposes the endeavor after 
virtue in himself. It is thus erroneous when de Wette and Koch, p. 172, 
think that the apostle in ver. 10 speaks of his conduct generally, and in 
vv. Li, 12 of his ainésterial conduct particularly. In vv. 11, 12 Paul does not 
speak wholly of his ministerial conduct, for the participles rapaxaioirec, 
rapupboiuevot, and papropduevoe are not to be taken independently, but: 
receive their full sense only in union with ele 1d meperareiv 7.2, 
so that the chief stress in the sentence rests on et 7d «,7.2., and the 
accumulation of participles serves only to bring vividly forward the 
carnestress and urgeney of the apostle’s exhortation to wepurarety, Entirely — 
erroneous, therelore, is Pelt’s idea of the connection: Redit P.ad amorem, 
quo eos mmplectatur, iterum profitendum ; for the attestation of love, in- 
the conduct described in vv. 11, 12, is only expressed by the addition: o¢ 
matyp tékva gavrod, and is thus only subsidiary to the main thought.— 
xaliaip| as then, denotesthe conformity of what follows to what precedes, 
As regards the construction : ofdate og «.7.4., We miss a finite tense” Koppe 
considers that the participles are put instead of the finite tenses, a¢ 
rapexadéoapuer kat wapepvlycauela Kat éuaprupyodueba, an assertion which we 


enn in the present day the less accept, as it is of itself self-evident that 


the participles of the present must have another meaning than that which 
could haye been expressed by the finite forms of the aorist, i.e. of the 
purely historical tense. Others, objecting to the two accusatives, éva 
éxaotov and tyd¢, have united suas with the participle, and suggested a 


1See Winer, p, 484 [&. T..465:] Bernhardy, 
Syntax; p. 327 ff. 

2 Certainly otherwise Schrader, who regards 
kabdmep oldare as “a mere parenthesis which 
refers to what goes before and what follows,” 


go that then as wapaxadoivres cal mapay. Kat 
papr., vv. 11, 12, would be only parallel to a 


doiws Kat Sux. kat augur. ver. 10. So reeently 
also Auberlen. But this construction is 
impossible, because «a@drep olSare is not 
complete repetition of the preceding byets 
pdprupes rar 5 @eds, but only of. its first part 
(duets wdprypes), and thus can in no wise be 
considered as a meaningless addition. 
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finite tense to éva Exacrov, which, m the beginning of the period, must have 
‘been in Paul’s mind, but which. he forgot to add when dictating to. his 
amanuensis. Vatablus, Er. Schmid, Ostermann would supply to éva 
Exaorov, fyanioapen j Whitby, ibiAfoapev, Or qyaricauer, OY edApayer, from 
ver. 7; Pelt; oby d@jxapev (?) ; Schott, averb containing the “notio curandi 
sive tractand) sive educandi.”} But (1) the two accusatives do not at all 
justify supplying a special verb to éva éxaorov, as not only among the 
classics is the twofold use of personal determinations not rare (see 
Bernhardy, Syntaz, p. 275), but also in Paul’s Epistles. there are similar 
repetitions of the personal object (comp. Col. ii. 18; Eph. ii. 1, 5). (2) To 
supply pyarfoanev, or a similar idea, is in contradiction with the design 
and contents of vv. 11, 12, as the chief point. in these verses is to be sought 
in the recollection of the impressive exhortations addressed to the Thess- 
alonians to aim at a, conduct similar to that.of the apostle. Not only the 
simplest; but the only correct method, is, with Musculus, Wolf, Turretin, 
Bengel, Alford, and Hofmann, to supply éyevf0quer, which has just pre- 
ceded ver. 10, to a... rapaxadotwres ut.A. And just because éyerA@lnuer 
precedes, the supplying of quev, which Beza, Grotius, Flatt, and others 
assume, and which otherwise would be the most natural word, is to be 
rejected. Accordingly, there is no anacoluthon in vy. 11, 12, but éyen)- 


— Oyuev to be supplied in thought is designedly suppressed by the apostle in 


order to put the greater emphasis on the verbal ideas, tapakadeiv, mapapu- 


--. Geiobat, and uapripestac. The cireumlocutionary form, éyewjOquev wapak, K.7.0., 


~~ has thisin common with the form quey wapax. x.7.2., that it denotes duration 
in the past, but it is distinguished from it by this, that it does not refer 
the action of the verb simply as something actually done, and which has 
had duration in the past; but this action, enduring in the past (and 
effected by God), is described. in its process of completion, 7e. in the 
‘phase of its self-development.—éva éxacrov tuay d¢ mary réxva éavrod) The 


thought, according to Flatt, consists in this: the apostle has exhorted 


and charged,“ with a view to the special wants of each, just as a father 
gives heed to the individual wants of his children.” But éva éxacrov tua 
denotes only the carefulness of the exhortation which is addressed to each 
individual without distinction (of rank, endowment, Chrysostom: Bafa? ép 
© qoonbty, nAgter pndiva napadineiy,. uy pucpdv, uy wéyav, yy TAobatov, pay. wévyta), and 
the addition ag marijp. réxva éavroy denotes only paternal love (in contrast 
to the severity of a taskmaster) as the disposition from which the exhorta- 
tions proceeded. But in a fitting manner Paul changes the image 
» formerly used of a mother and her children into that. of a father and his 
children, because in the context the point insisted on is not so much that 
of tender love, which finds its satisfaction in itself, as that of educating love ; 
for the apostle, by his exhortation, would educate the Thessalonians for 
the heavenly kindom. That the: apostle resided a, long time in Thes- 
- galonica (Calovius) does not follow from éva éxacrov. —rapaxadeivy to exhort 
~ by direct: address, Erroneously Chrysostom, Theophylact : pag 13 Poser 


1 Erasmus completes the clause: complexi ; at balbnties apostolicas charitatis, quae 36 
fierimns, and finds in. the. double pecans es ‘erbis humanis seu feriulents non explicat,” 
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ravra—éiuic] resumes fva éxacrov tuav; but whilst that emphatically 
precedes, this is placed after rapaxadowvrec, because here the verb wapax, has 
the emphasis (comp. Col. ii. 18). Paul adds inde, which certainly might be 


omitted, not-so much from carelessness or from inadvertence, but for the | 


sake of perspicuity, in order to express the personal object belonging to 
the participles in immediate connection with them.—Also rapayvbeicbar 


_ does not mean here to comfort (Wolf, Schott, and others), but to address, 


to exhort, to encourage; yet not to encourage to stedfastness, to exhort to 
moral courage (Oeccumenins, Theophylact, de Wette), for the object of 
rapauvloduevor does not follow until ver. 12. 


Ver. 12: Mapripsatac] (comp. Eph. iv. 17) in the sense of scazapri;pecbac (1 


Tim. v. 21; 2 Tim. ii. 14, iv. 1), earnestly conjuring ; comp. also Thucyd. vi. 
80; dedueda di nat waptopdueda dua, and viii. 58: waprupouévwy cai eredecatévrev 


"ph waréyew, Which later passage is peculiarly interesting on this account, 


because there (as in our verse, see critical notes) most mss. read the mean- 
ingless uaprupovuévor, paptupdusvor strengthens the two former participles. 
gig TO TepeTarey tug e.7.A,] contains not the design (de Wette, Koch, Elli- 
cott), also not the design and effect of the exhortation (Schott), but is the 
object to all three preceding participles. The meaning is: Calling on you, 
and exhorting, and adjuring you to a walk worthy of God, 7.¢ to make 
such a walk yours. But Christians walk dfiws rod Ocod (comp. Col. i. 10; 
ph. iv. 1; Rom. xvi. 2; Phil. 1.27; 8 John 6), when they actually prove 
by their dani act and behavior that they are mindful of those blessings, 
which the grace of God has vouchsafed to them, and of the undisturbed 
blessedness which He promises them in the future.—roi xadoivroc] The 
present occurs, because the eall already indeed made to the Thessalonians 
is wninterruptedly condinued, until the completion succeeds to the calland 
invitation, namely, at Christ’s return. The meaning of Hofmann is wide 
of the mark : that by the present, the call is indicated as such that would 
become wholly in vain for those who walk unworthily —faodeiay kat 
déFav] not an ev dia dvoiv; to the kingdom of His glory, or to the glory of 
His kingdom (Turretin, Benson, Bolten, Koppe, Olsh. e al). Both sub- 
stantives have the same rank and the same emphasis. Baumgarten- 
Cpusius erroncously distinguishes BaoAeia and défa as the earthly and 
heavenly kingdom of God. Further, dé£a is not the glory of the Messianic 
kingdom, which is specially brought forward after the general Baorciav (de 
Wette); but God calls the readers to participate in His kingdom (i.e. the 
Messianic) and in His (God’s) glory, for Christians are destined to enter 
upon the joint possession of the vee which God Himself has; comp. Rom. 
v2; he a1, 19; 

. Ver.1 8. [On yv. 18-16, see Note X LEX. pages 498, 494,] Paulin ver. 15 passes 
fi om the earnest and self. sacrificing publication of the gospel to the earnest 
and self-sacrificing reception of the gospel. Erroneously Baumgarten- 
Crusius: Paul, having taught in what manner he has been among the 
Thessalonians, shows in vv. 18-16 what he has given to them, namely, a 
divine thing —Kai 6:a roiro] And even on this account. Kai, being placed 
first, connects the more closely what follows with what precedes. Comp. 
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2 Thess. i, 11.—da rae fot: oe quoniam tam felici successu apud Vos 
évangelium praedicavimus” (Pelt, Bloomfield): for (1) from ver. 1 and 


- onwards the subject spoken of is not the success or effect, but only the char- 
acter of the apostle’ s preaching ; (2) the intolerable tautology would arise, 


as we have preached to you the gospel with such happy success, so we 
thank God for the happy success of our ministry; (8) lastly, if Paul wished 


to indicate a reference of ver. 18 to the whole preceding description, he 


would perhaps have written dia ratra, though certainly di retro might be 
justified, as vv. 1-12 may be taken together as, one idea, According. to 
Sehott, dua rovro refers back fo. eig 1. weperaretv; “Quam haec opera in 


animis vestris ad vitam divina invitatione dignam impellendis minime 


frustra fuerit collocata, quam. vos ejusmodi vitam exhibueritis, ego vicissim 
cum sociis deo gratias ago assiduas, 6 ff.” But still a tautology remains, 
which Schott himself appears to have felt, since he takes aati juei¢ in sharp 
contrast to tac, ver, 12; besides, the ground of this explanation gives - 


way, inasmuch as élc rd teperareiy can only denote the object, but in no way 


the result of the exhortations. Also de Wette refers did rotro to. eic rd 
xeprrarev, but explains it thus; Therefore, because it was so important 
an object for us (so already Flatt, but who unites what is incapable of. 
being united) to exhort you to a worthy walk. But there is in the pre- 
ceding no mention of the importance of the object of the apostle’s exhor- 


tations. Accordingly there remains for ded rotro only two connections of 


thought possible, namely, either to refer to the earnestness and zeal 
described in yv..11, 12, with which the exhortations of the apostle were 
enforced. Then the thought would be: because we have so much applied 
ourselves to exhort you to walk worthy (Flatt, Ellicott), so we thank God 
for the blessed result of our endeavors. Or did rotro may be referred to the 
concluding words of ver, 12: tot kadobvrog bude ei¢ THY éavroy Bacdeiav Kat 
ééfav, sO that the meaning is: Because God calls you to such a glorious 


goal, so we thank God continually that you have understood this call of 
God which has come to you, and that you have obeyed it. Evidently this 
last reference, which is found in Zanchius, Balduin, and Olshausen, is to 
‘be preferred as the nearest and simplest. So recently also Alford and. 
_ Auberlen.—xa? yueic] to be taken together, we also. For not only Paul and 
his companions, but every true Christian who hears! of the conduct of 
a the Thessalonians, must be induced to thankfulness to God. Comp. Eph. 
“Ub. Hardly correctly, Zanchius, whom Bald. and Ell. follow, places «ai in 
“contrast to the Thessalonians: non solum vos propter hane vocattionem 
debetis agere gratias, sed etiam nos. Erroneously also de Weite: kai 


belongs to the whole clause: therefore also, which would require dd. «al 
robro. —elyaporoiyev TH eH] For although the spontaneous conduct of thee 
readers is here spoken of, yet thanks is due to God, who has ordained this 
‘spontaneous conduct.—érz mapahapévres Adyov «,7.4.] The object. of ebyepro- 
Topper, because that when ye received, ete.—mapahapBavew] which Baumegarten- 


Crusius erroneously: considers as eontvalant to déxeada, indicates the | 


worevovres » rj Mosedonta kad vy 7h ‘Ayala, it 
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objective reception—the obtaining (oom. Col. ii, 6; Gal. i. 9); déyeodas, on 
the other hand, is the subjective reception—the acceptance (comp. i. 6; 2 
Cor. viil. 17),—dxof] is used in a passive sense, that which is heard, i.e. the 
preaching, the message (comp. Rom. x. 16; Gal. iii. 2; John xii. 38). Arbi- 
trarily Pelt; it is that to which one ‘at once shows obedience. wap’ judy 
[XLIX 0.] is to be closely connected with dxoje (Estius, Aretius, Beza, 
Calixtus, Koppe, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, Alford, Hofmann, and others), 
and to the whole idea Adyow dxofe rap’ juév is added the more definite 
characteristic rod Oeov, Thus: the word of God which ye have heard of 
us, the word of God preached by us. We must not, with Musculus, Piscator, 
Er. Schmid, Turretin, Fritzsche (on 2 Cor. diss. I. p.8)de Wette, Koch, . 
Ellicott and Auberlen, unite rap’ juav with rapataBévrec ; for against this 
is not only the order of the words, as we would expect mapadaBéurec rap’ 
judy Adyov. axoye Tob Geot, Whereas in the passage there exists no reason for 
the separation of the natural connection ; but also chiefly the addition of 
dxofe would be strange, as along with wapadaBdvrec rap’ judv it would be 
superfluous. It is otherwise with our interpretation, in which an impor- 
tant contrast exists, Paul contrasting himself asthe mere publisher to the 
proper author of the gospel; and-in which also the construction is unob- 
jectionable (against de Wette), as dxobew mapa twoe (see John i. 41) is used, 
substantives and adjectives often retaining the construction of yerbs from 
which they are derived. See Ktthner, IT. pp. 217, 245.—roi Geoi] not. the 
objective genitive, the word preached by us which treats of God, i.e. of 


Tis purposes of salvation (Erasmus, Vatablus, Musculus, Hunnius, Bal- 
—duin, Er. Schmid, Grotius), against which the following ob Adyov dvbpéruv 


.. . GAG Adyor Ovod is decisive; but the word which proceeds from God, 
whose author is God Himselfi—édéaode] ye have received it, sc, the word of 
God preached.—ob Adyov «7.4.] [XLEX ¢.] not asthe word of man. The 
addition of a dg (aby a Aéyov dintp, GAAG . . . de Adyov Oecd), dispensable in 
itself (see Ktihner, IT. p. 226), is here the rather left out, because the apos- 
tle would not only express what the preaching of the word was in the 
estimation of the Thessalonians, but likewise what it was in point of fuct, on 
which account the parenthesis Kavos gore dA tac, according as it is in truth, 
is emphatically added.—The Thessalonians received the Adyog Ocov as the 
word of God, seeing they believed it, and were zealous for it.—éc] is not to 
be referred to Ocot,! but to Adyov coi ;? for (1) in- what immediately precedes, 
the subject is not Ocde, but Adyog Oecd. (2 ) Paul uete always the active 
évepyeiv of God (comp 1 Cor. xii. 6; Gal. il. 8, 1.5; Eph. i,11; Phil. it. 
18), and of things the middle ineoveietias (comp. Gal. v. 6; Eph. iti. 20; Col. 
i. 29).—évepyeirae is middle (which és active), not passive (which ts made 
_active), a8 Estius, Hammond, Schulthess, Schott, Bloomfield, and others 
think. [XLIX d.]—év tiv roig meotebovew] does not mean: “ex quo tempore 
religionem suscepistis” (Koppe); for then év tuiv morepoacw would have to 


be put. Also not: “quum susceperitis” (Pelt), or “ propterea quod fidem 


1Cornelius a Lapide, Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, ' Aretins, Wolf, Turretin, Benson, Fritzsche, 
Auberlon, and others. de Wette, Bonsee tenets Koch, Alford, 
AGTEs Ambrose, Erasmus, Estius, Balduin, Ellicott, Hofmann. 
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“hebetia e Gehots because or in 60 star’ as, ye believe and continue believ- 


ing (Olsh. Koch); for if it were a. causal statement, the participle morebov- 


“ow without the addition of the article would be put... roi¢ morebovow 
- yather serves only for the’ niore precise definition of iuiv, thus indicating 


that crete belongs to the Thessalonians. 
Ver. 14 is not designed, as Oecumenius, Calvin, and Pelt think, to prove 
the sincerity with which the Thessalonians received the gospel, but is a 
proof of a Kat évepyeira:, ver. 13. [XLIX ¢] In not shunning to endure 
enfferings for-the sake of the gospel, the Thessalonians had demonstrated 


~ that the word of God had already manifested its activity among them, had. 
already hecome a life-power, a moving principle in. them.—tyeir yép] an 
. emphatic resumption of the previous tiv toig xuteboverv—jupyrat] imitators, 


certainly not in intention or design, but in actual fact or result—éadeAgoi] The — 
frequent repetition of this address (comp. i. 4, ii. 1, 9, 17) is significant of 


the ardent love of Paul toward the church. ‘That Paul compares the con- _ 


duct of the Thessalonians with that of the Palestinian churches is, 


ae according to Calvin, whom. Calixtus follows, designed. to remove the 


objection which might easily arise to his readers, As the Jews were 
the only worshipers of the true God. outside of Christianity, so the 
attack on Christianity by the Jews might give rise to a doubt whether 


itowere actually the true religion. For the removal of this doubt,» 
- the. apostle, in. the first place, shows that the same fate which had 
at an earlier period befallen the. Palestinian churches had happened. to 
| ‘the Thessalonians; and then, that the Jews were the hardened enemies 
-. of God and of all sound doctrine. But evidently such a design of the 


apostle is indicated by nothing, and its supposition is entirely superfluous, 


~ as every Christian must with admiration recognize the heroism of Chris- . 


tian resistance to persecution with which the Palestinian churches had 
distinguished themselves. Accordingly, it was a great commendation of 
the Thessalonians if the same. heroic Christian stedfastness could be 
predicated of them. This holds good against the much more arbitrary 


“and visionary opinion of Hofmann, that Paul, by the mention of the 
Palestinian churches, and the expression concerning the Jews therewith 
- connected, designed to meet the erroneous notion or representation of 


what happened to the readers. As the conversion of the Thessalonians 
might inan intelligible manner appearin the eyes of their countrymen as 


’ a. capture of them in the net of a Jewish doctrine, and hence on that side 


‘the reproach might be raised that, on account of this strange matter, thoy 
had become hostile to their own people; so it was entirely in keeping to | 
show that the apostolic doctrine was anything but an affair of the Jewish 
people, that, on the contrary, the Jews were its bitterest. enemies! Gro- 


“tius would understand the present participle rév obo» in the sense of the 


‘varticiple of the. preterite; whilst, appealing to Acts viii. 4, xi. 19, he. 


thinks that the Palestinian churches had by persecutions ceased to. exist 
~-assuch, only a few members remaining. But-neither do the Acts justify 
_ such an opinion, nor is it in accordance with the words of Paul in Gal. i. : 
= 22, ‘The farther. r Sppositio “which Grotius adds is s airange, and unhis- 
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torical, that some Christians expelled ae Palestine had betaken them- 
selves to Thessalonica, and that to them mainly areferencein our passage. 


is made.—éy Xpiord ‘Iqooi'] Oecumenius: ebpvag dieiAev™ érewd) yap kai al 
cuvaywyal Tév "Toudaiey év Ged elvae Soxobel, Tag TH wioTay éxxAnotac kat dy TQ 
Oc Kat dv 7H vig avrod Aéyes elvas, iri] for—ra ara] the like things, denotes 
the general similarity of the sufferings endured. Grotius precariously 


specifies them by res vestras amisistis, pars fuistis eject —avudurérne] - 


[XLIX 7. 7] of the same @v4%, belonging to the same natural. stock, contri- 
bulis, then generally countryman, fellow-countryman, dnozOvf¢ (Hesy chius).! 
By ovpqudérar we are naturally not to understand the Jews (Cornelius a 
Lapide, Hammond, Joachim Lange); for that the expression is best suited 
to them, as Braun (with Wolf) thinks, whilst possibly Jews of a particular 
tribe (per haps of the tribe of Juda or Benjamin) were resident in Thessa- 
lonica, only merits to be mentioned on account of its curiosity. Also 
ouugudérae is not, with Calvin, Piscator, Bengel, and’ others, to be under- 
stood both of Jews and Gentiles, but can only be understood of Gentiles. 
‘To this we are foreed—(1) by the sharp contrast of cuz@vreray and *Iovdaian, 


which must be considered as excluding each other; (2) by the addition of - 


diay to cnapvderoy, as the great majority of the Thessalonian church con- 
sisted of Gentiles; comp. i.9. However, although Paul in the expression 
cougvarran speaks only of Gentiles as persecutors, yet the strong invective 
against the Jews which immediately follows (vv. 15, 16) constrains us to 
assume that the apostle in ver. 14 had more én Ais mind than he expressed 
in words, As we learn from the Acts, it was, indeed, the heathen magis- 
trates by whose authority the persecutions against the Christian church at 
Thessalonica proceeded, but the proper originators and instigators were 
here also the Jews; only they could not excite the persecution of the 
Christians directly, as the Jews in Palestine, but, hemmed in by the exist- 
ing laws, could only do so indirectly, namely, by stirring up. the heathen 
mob. ‘This circumstance, united with the repeated experience of the 
inveterate spirit of opposition of the Jews, which Paul had in Asia at a 
period directly preceding this Epistle (perhaps also shortly before its com-. 
position at Corinth), is the natural and easily psychologically explanatory 
oceasion of the polemic in vv. 15,16. Erroneously Olshausen gives the 
reason; he thinks it added in order to turn the attention of the Christians 
in Thessalonica to the intrigues of those men with whom the Judaizing 
Christians stood on a level, as it was to be foreseen that they would not 
leave this church also undisturbed ; against which view de Wette correctly 
remarks, that there is no trace of such a warning, and that the. Thessa- 
lonians did not require it, as they had learned sufficiently to know the 
enmity of the Jews against the gospel.—xatoc] Instead of this, properly & 
or dep should have been put, corresponding to ré abrd (comp. Phil. i. 80, Tov 
abrov .. . olor). However, even in the classics such inexact connections 
are very frequently found? The double «ai (nat dusig . . . kat abrot) brings 


4Comp. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 172, 471. Demosth. adv. Phil. I. p. 137; ele IL. p. 
2See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 426 f.5 Bremi,ad 871. 
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out the comparison. —airof] denotes not the apostle and his assistants 
(Erasmus, Musculus, Er. Schmid), as such a prominent incongruity in 
the comparison is meen s but the masculine as a recognized free 
construction (comp. Gal. i. 22, 23; Winer, p. 586 [E. T. 631]) refers to 
rév éxkAnoidv rod Oecd, thus denotes the Palestinian Christians. 

Vv. 15, 16.. As to the occasion of this invective, see on ver. 14.—xat] not 
signifying even ; also not to be connected with the next «ai, bolh . . . and 
(Ellicott); but 7» cai means who also, and proves the propriety of the 


preceding statement from the analogous conduct in ver. 16. Grotius: 
7 (comp. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Pelagius): Quid mirum 


est, si in nos saeviunt, qui dominum nostrum interfecerunt ...?.., 

Non debent discipuli meliorem sortem exspectare quam magistri fuit.— 
. Moreover, rv xipiov emphatically precedes, and is separated from. ’Incotv 
in order to enhance the enormity of the deed.—xal rove mpoggrac] De 


Wette and Koch unite this with édswféyrov; Chrysostom, Oecumenius, . 


Theophylact, Calvin, Musculus, Bengel, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott, Hofmann, Auberlep, and 
most critics, more correctly refer it to aroxrewavrav, In the catalogue of 
the sins of the Jews which Paul here adduces, he begins directly with that 
deed which formed the climax of their wickedness—the murder of the 
Son of God, of Jesus the Messiah. In order to cut off all excuses for this 
atrocious. deed of the Jews, as that they had done it in ignorance, not 
recognizing Jesus as the Son of God, Paul adds, going backwards in time, 


that they had already done the same.to the Old Testament prophets, 


whom, in like manner, they had murdered against their better knowledge 
» and. conscience. Christ Himself accuses the Jews of the murder of the 
prophets, Matt. xxiii. 31,37, Luke xi. 47 ff, xiii, 84; and Stephen does 
the same, Acts vii. 52; with which passages comp. 1 Kings xix. 10, 14 (see 
Rom. xi..8); Jer. 11.30; Neh. ix. 26.—xal quae exdwfdvrov] [XLIX g.] and 
have persecuted us. quae refers not to Paul only (Calvin), also not to Paul 
‘and Silas only (de Wette, Koch, Alford), or to Paul and the companions 
_who happened to be with him at Thessalonica (Auberlen); but to Paul 
and the apostles generally (Estius, Aretius, Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, Pelt, 
Schott, Ellicott), The preposition é« in éxdw£évrev strengthens the verbal 
idea. According to Bengel, Alford, Ellicott and Hofmann, the word has 
the semi-local sense: qui persequendo eecerunt. In an. unjustifiable man- 
ner, Koppe and de Wette (the latter appealing to Luke xi. 49 and Ps. cxix. 
157, DXX.) make it stand for the simple verb.—xcai eG ja) apeokdvtav] 
[XLIX h.] and please not God, Erroneously Wieseler on Gal. i. 10, p. 41, 
_ note, and Hofmann : live not to please God ; similarly Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, 
and Baumgarten-Cru usits: placere non quaerentium ; for after the pre- 


-. ceding strong expressions that would be flat, Rather the result is inferred. 


from the two preceding statements, namely, the consequences. of the 
obstinacy of the Jews, with which they persecute the messengers of God, is 
that they please not God, that is, are hateful to Him (cocruysic, Meiosis). 
nal réow dvOpdroie dvavriov] and are hostile to all men. Grotius, Turretin, 


3 Michaelis Koppe, Dishansen, fe. Weite, Boumgesten-Crusius, Kock, 
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Bloomfield, Jowett, and others, erroneously find here expressed the nar- 
row exclusiveness, by means of which the Jews strictly separated them- 
selves from all other nations, and about which Tacit. Hist. v.5 (“adversus 
omnes alios hostile odium’’); Juyenal, Sat. xiv. 103 ff.; Diod. Sic. xxxiy. 
p. 624; Philostr. Apollon. v. 383; Joseph. ¢. Apion. ii. 10, 14, wrote. For 
(1) that hostile odiuwm and desire of separation among the Jews was noth- 
ing else than a shrinking from staining themselves and their monotheistic 
worship by contact with idolaters. But Paul would certainly not have 
blamed such a shrinking, which was only a fruit of their strict observance 
of their ancestral religion. (2) If-ver. 16 begins with an independent 
assertion, codvivror . . . cwléorw would denote nothing essentially new, 
but would only repeat what was already expressed in quae éxdufdvror, 
ver. 15. (8) It is grammatically inadmissible to understand the words «at 
nicw avOpiroeg évavriov as an independent assertion, and thus to be con- 
sidered as a general truth. For the participle xoAvdvrwy (ver. 16) must 
contain a causal statement, as it is neither united with «ai, nor by an 
article («al KoAvdyrav n7.A. OY Tay KoAvdvtar Kz... OF TOP Kal Kwokvdvror 
«7.A.), wal thus is closely and directly connected with the preceding, and 
giving a reason for it, Ze explaining wherefore or in what relation the Jews 
are to be considered as rio dvolpoxow évavrio. Thus the thought neces- 
sarily is: And who actually proved themselves to be hostilely disposed. 
to all men stuce they hindered us from publishing the gospel to the Gen- 
tiles, and thus leading them to salvation. That is to say, the gospel offers 
salvation to every one, without distinction, who will surrender himself 
to it. But the Jews, in opposing themselves with all their might to the 
publication of this free and universal gospel, prove themselves, in point 
of fact, as enemies to the whole human race, in so far as they will not suffer 
the gospel, which alone can save men, to reach them. So Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calovius, Bern. a Piconio, Schott, 
Alford, Ellicott, Hofmann, and others correctly interpret the words; also 
Wiescler on Gal, i. 10, p. 49, note, and Auberlen, only that he would incor- 
rectly unite cat Qed pp apeondvrav with Kodvdvror, which would only be 
tenable if, instead of the simple connected clause «al Oe pp apeoxdvrun, 
the more definitely separating form réy Qe «7.4. had been put.—kwdvdr- 
raw yeic) hindering us, namely, by contradictions, calumnies, laying snares 
for our life, ete. Comp. Acts ix. 23 ff, xili, 45, xvii. 5, 18, xxii, 22. . 
Unnecessarily, Pelt, Schott, de Wette, Koch, seeking to hinder ; for the 
intrigues of the Jews are an actual hindrance to the preaching of the 
apostle,—certainly not an absolute, but a partial hindrance, conditioned 
by opportunity of place and influence—jzéac] as above, us the apostles. — 
roig &veow | to the Gentiles, with emphasis ; for it was the preaching to the 
Gentiles that enraged the Jews. oie éveow resumes the previous maow 
avOpdrow, as that expression comprehended the non-Jewish humanity, 7. e. 
the Gentile world.—iaAjoac] is not to be taken absolutely, so that it would 





1'Tho article roy, wanting before cot @eG pH ~~ Make the two last kai in ver. 15 to signify, 
dpecxévrav, makes it likewise impossible to with Hofmann, “both... and.” 
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“be enaivalent to docere (Koppe, Flatt), or eels require roy déyov - rod Oz0ob 
. for its completion (Piseator), but. is to be conjoined with wa oufdcw in 
_ One idea, and: the whole is then another. expression for ebayyeriZectar, but 


in a more impressive form—e¢ rd avarAypaoat K.7.2.] to fill up their sins 
always. cic does not denote the result==aare or quo fit ut (Musculus, Estius, 
Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Koppe, Flatt, Pelt, Schott, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Koch, Bloomfield), but the object, the design; and that not of 
cadudvrwr (Hofmann), as this is a dependent clause, but of the whole 
description. But it expresses not the ultimate design which the. Jews 
themselves, in their so dcting, had either consciously (Occumenius: gnat yap, 


‘bre mépra & troigoay of Lovdaior, oxomg tod duaprdvew émotouv, rovréotw Hdeway, 
dre duaprdvouse nal apdpravor) or unconsciously (de Wette: they do it, though 


unconsciously, to the end, etc.; Auberlen), so that an ironical expression 
would have to be assumed (Schott), But in entire conformity 
with the Pauline mode of thought, which delights to dive into the eternal 


and secret counsels of God, it expresses the design which God has with this- 


sinfulness of the Jews. So, correctly, Piscator.. God’s counsel was to 
make the Jews reach in their hardness even to the extreme point of their 
sinfulness, and then, instead of the past long-suffering and patience, the 


‘severity of anger and punishment was to commence.—dvardypdoa Tae 


dépapriag) 10 fill up their sins, i.e. to fill up the measure destined for them, 
to bring them to the prescribed point; comp. LAX. Gen. xv.16; 2 Mace. vi. 
14.—«irav] refers to the subject of the preceding verses—the Jews.—rdvrore| 


~~ emphatically placed at the end, is not equivalent to mévrwe or ravredae (Bret- 
.. schneider, Olshansen), on all sides, in every way (Baumg rarten-Crusius), 
but merely involves the notion of time, always, that is, the Jews before 


Christ, aé the time of Christ, and a/ter Christ, have opposed themselves to 


~ the divine truth, and thus have been always engaged in filling up the 
“measure of their iniquities." When, however, the apostle says that this 


dvarAgpoby Tag duapriag is practised by the Jews xdavrore, at all times, his 


-- meaning cannot be that the Jews had at any given moment, thus already 
a repeatedly, filled up the measure of their sins (Musculus), but he intends 
-., to say that at every division of time the conduct of the Jews was of such 
a nature that the general tendency of this continued sinful conduct was 
the filling up of the measure of their sins. Paul thus conceives that the 
_ Jews, at every renewed obstinate rejection of the truth, approached a step 


nearer to the complete measure of their sinfulness.—éilace dé bx’ abrode 4 
apy? etc rédac] but the wrath has come wpon them even to the end, The Vul- 


: gate, Luther, Beza, Wolf, erroneously take dé in the sense of yép.. Rather, 
dé forms the contrast to dvardnpioa révrore (not to the whole preceding 


description), in so far-as the increase of the divine wrath is contrasted to 
the continued wicked conduct of the Jews.—édvrew] contains, i in classical a 


usage, the idea of priority in time. . Schott thinks that this idea. must also 
be here Rie we tee indicated therein the ed breaking 


‘ 


ee) 


iQecitinenias: Tatra Ba kak médas dri ca - Enpabavs 1 iva maprore, var iopadive ai dap: : 
: mpopnriy seit pur dri rol Xpiorod Kat os ano. Stes abtay. oes 
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forth upon the Tee citius quam exspectaverint vel omnino praeter opin- 
ionem eorum. Incorrectly; for when gédvew ig united not with the accu- 
sative of the person (comp. iv. 15), but with prepositions (y@dvew sic 11, 
Rom. ix. 81 [see Fritzsche in loco]; Phil. iii. 16; g@évee &xpe rivéc, 2 Cor. 
ix. 14; g0dv. dri teva, Matt. xii. 28; Dan. iv. 25), then, in the later Greek, 
the meaning of the verb “to anticipate” is softened into the general 
meaning of reaching the intended end, The aorist é~face is not here to 
be taken in the sense of the present (Grotius, Pelt), also not prophetically 
instead of the future (Koppe: mox eveniet iis; Flatt: it will certainly 
befall them, and also it will soon befall them; and go also Schott, Bloom- 
field, Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. f. wissensch. Theol., Halle 1862, p. 289), but re- 
ports in quite a usual manner a fact which already belongs to the ‘past.— _ 
4 doy] [XLIX i.] sc. Geod, does not mean the divine punishment, which’ 
certainly in itself it may denote (Erasmus, Musculus, Cornelius a Lapide, 
Flatt, Schott, de W., Ewald ec al.), but the divine wrath. The article 7 
denotes either the wrath predicted by the prophets (Theophylact, Schott), 
or generally the wrath which is merited (Oecumenitis).—ee réAo¢] belongs 
to the whole sentence épace . . . dpy#, and denotes even to its (the wrath’s) 
end, te. the wrath of God has reached its extreme limits, so that it must 
now discharge itself—now, in the place of hitherto long-suffering and 
patience, punishment must step in, The actual outbreak of the wrath, the 
punishment itself, has thus not yet occurred at the composition of this 
Kpistle. To interpret the words of the destruction of Jerusalem as already 
happened, would be contrary to the context. On the other hand, it is to 
be assumed that Paul, from the by no means dark signs of the times, had 
by presentiment foresden the tmpending catastrophe of the Jewish people, 
and by mens of this foresight had expressed the concluding words of this 
verse. It is accordingly an unnecessary arbitrariness when Ritschl (ZZall. 
A, Lit, Z 1847, (No. 126) explains the words é@... . rédoc as a gloss. 
Incorrectly, Camerarius, Er. Schmid, Homberg, Koch, and Hofmann 
understand eig réAo¢ in the sense of redéwe, penttus, Also incorrectly, 
Heinsius, Michaelis, Bolten, Wahl: postremo, tandem. Others erroneously 
unite cig rio with @ dpy7, whilst they supply ofsa, and then either ex- 
plain it: the wrath which will endure eternally or to the end of the world 
(Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Theodoret, Fab. Stapulens., 
Hunnius, Seb. Schmid, and others); or: the wrath which will continue 
to work until its full manifestation (Olshausen); or lastly: the wrath 
which shall end with their (the Jews’) destruction (Flatt). In all these 
suppositions the article 7 must be repeated before ele réAo¢. Erroneously, 
moreover, de Wette refers cig ré4o¢ to the Jews, although he unites it with 
the yerb: “so as to make an end of them.” So also Bloomfield and 
Ewald: “even to complete eradication.” The apostle rather preserves 
the figure used in dvarAypioa:; namely, as there is a definite measure for 
the sins of the Jews, at the filling up of which the divine wrath must dis- 
charee itself; so also there exists a definite measure for the long-suffering 
patience of God, whose fullness provokes divine punishment, Comp. also 
Rom. i. Be 
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Rewarx,—In vy. 14-16, Baur a Tntradl , 4) finds a “ jartionlicly noticeable” 


_° eriterion for the spuriousness of the Epistle. “The description has a thoroughly — 
" un-Pauline stamp,” and, besides, betrays a dependence on the Acts. First. of all, 


the comparison of the Thessalonian’ church with the Palestinian churches is “far- 
fetched,” although nothing is more simple, more natural, and more aunforee d than 


“these very parallels, since the tertium comparationis consists simply in this, that 
~ both were persecuted by their own countrymen, and both endured their persecutions 


with similar heroic courage. The parallels are further “inappropriate” to Paul, 


- ag he does not elsewhere hold up the Jewish-Christians as a pattern to. the Gen- 
tile-Christians. As if the repeated:-collections which the apostle undertook. for 


the poor churches of Palestine had not demonstrated by fact that his love ex- 


tended: itself equally to the Jewish as to the Gentile churches! ‘As if the words of 
‘the apostle, in 2 Cor. viii. 18-15, did not express a high esteem for the Pales- 
‘tinian Jewish-Christians! As if,in Rom. xv. 27, the Gentile churches are not 


called debiors to the Jewish-Christians, because the spiritual blessings of Chris-. 
tianity reached the Gentiles only from the mother church of Jerusalem! As if, 
Paul himself, after the fiercest persecutions, and after openly manifested obstinacy, 
did not always cleave to his people with such unselfish and solicitons love, that 
he could wish in his own person to be banished and driven from Christ, who was. 


~ his all in all, in order by such an exchange to make his hardened and always 


resisting fellow-countrymen partakers of salvation in Christ! But if such were 
his feelings toward the unconverted among his people, why should he not have 
been proud of those among them who believed? Why should he not have recog- 
nized the heroic faith of the Palestinian brethren, and recognized and praised the 


_ stedfastness of a Gentile church as an imitation and emulation of the pattern given 
by these ?—Further, the mention of the persecutions of the Palestinian Christians 


was inappropriate, because Paul could not speak of them “without thinking of 
hbnself as the person principally concerned in the only persecution which can 
have come properly into consideration.” But how little importance there is in 


- such an inference is evident from this, that Paul elsewhere does not shun openly 
to confess his share in the persecutions of the Christians, although with a sorrow- 
ful heart (comp, 1 Cor. xv. 9; Gal. i. 18); and, besides, this very participation in 
the persecution was for him the oceasion that, from being the bitterest enemy of 
_ Christianity, he became its most unwearied promoter and the greatest apostle of 
» Christ. If, further, “the apostle unites his own sufferings for the sake of the gos- 
. pel with the misdeeds of the Jews against Jesus and the prophets,” this serves 
strikingly to represent the continuation of Jewish perversity-—DBaur. may be right 
when he asserts that we could not expect from the apostle “a polemic against. the _ 


Jews so general and vague, that he knew not how to characterize the enmity of the 
Jews against the gospel otherwise than by the well-known charge brought against 


~ them by the Gentiles, the odium generis humani;” only it is a pity that this odin, 


generis humant is an abortion of false exegesis,—Baur infers a dependence upon the 
Acts from “ the expressions : exdiixew, KoAbetv, etc, which correspond accurately 
with the incidents described in Acts xvii. 5 ff and elecwher¢ ;” likewise fromthe 
verb Aaieiv, which “elsewhere i is never used by Paul of his own preaching of the 


gospel, but is quite after the manner of the Acts (xiv. 1, xvi. 6, 82, xviii. 9). “4 
-., But that the expressions: éxdcdanery, Kanter etc, cannot be borrowed fain Acts xvii. 

= BAR is: evident enough, as they are not: even found there; that, moreover, the cir- 
ou stances of the: Dyeeniucn itself are narrated 4 in a both writings, is only, a Brook : 
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of its actual occurrence; also there is notuing objectionable in Aadeiv, ag it is go 
used by Paul in 2 Cor. ii. 17, iv. 18; Col. iv. 4; Eph. vi. 20, and elsewhere — 
Lastly, if Baur, in &0ace 68 éx’ abrode 4 dpy} eic réAoc (so also Schrader on iii, 
13), finds the destruction of Jerusalem denoted as an event that has already 
occurred, this is only the result of an interpretation contrary to the context, - 


' Ver. 17 begins a new section of the Epistle. [On Vy. 17-20, see Note 
LL. pages 49-4, 495.]—T pete dé] [L }.] is not in contrast to dueic, ver. 14 (de 
Wette, Koch, Hofmann); for ver. 14 is only an explanation of the main 
thought in ver. 18, and, besides, the invective against the Jews given in 
vv. 15,16 is too marked and detailed, that 6é passing over it could be 
referred to iyei¢ in ver. 14. It is therefore best to assume that. qpeic Ob, 
whilst it contrasts the writer to the Jews whose machinations have just. 
been described, and accordingly breaks off the polemic against the J. ews, 
refers to ver. 18 as the preceding main thought, and accordingly resumes 
the juei¢ in ver. 13. To the attestation of his thanksgiving to God on 
account of the earnest acceptance of the gospel on the part of the 
Thessalonians, the apostle joins the attestation of his longing for his 
readers, and his repeatedly formed resolution to return to them. The 
view of Calvin, which Musculus, Zanchius, Hunnius, Piscator, Vorstius, 
CGomarus, Benson, Macknight, Pelt, Hofmann, and Auberlen maintain, 
is erroneous, that vv. 17 {. were added by Paul as an excusatio “ne sea 
Paulo desertos esse putarent Thessalonicenses, quum tanta necessitas ejus 
pracsentiam flagitaret.” For evidently in the circumstances that con- 
strained the apostle to depart from Thessalonica, such a suspicion could 
not arise, especially as, according to Acts xvii. 10, the Thessalonians them- 
selves had arranged the departure of the apostle. Accordingly no justitica- 
tion was requisite. The explanation has rather its origin only in the fullness 
of the apostolic Christian love, which cared and labored for the salvation 

of these recent disciples of Christ—daroppavobévrec] bereaved. dpdaviferdat 
is originally used of children who are deprived of their parents by death. 
Tt is however used, even by the classics, in a wider sense, expressing in a 
figurative and vivid manner the deprivation of an object, or the distance, 
the separation from a person or thing. Thus the adjective épéavéc occurs 
in Pindar (sec Passow) in a wider sense (eg. dp. éraipav, Isthm. vii. 16) ; 
also of parents, dpdavoi yevedc, childless, Ol. ix. 92.1 Here also arappaniatévres 
expresses the idea of distance, of separation, but is not exhausted by this 
iden. We would accordingly err, if we were to find nothing further in it 
than is expressed by yomodévres; for the verb, in union with the feeling 
of tender love which pervades the whole passage, vividly describes the 
feeling of emptiness and solitude which by the separation came over the 
apostle—a feeling of solitude, such as befalls children when they are 
placed in a condition of orphanage.—<a¢’ spar] away from you. The 
apostle repeats the preposition a7é, instead of putting the simple genitive 
iyov after the participle, in order to give prominence to the idea of local 


1Comp. Hesych.: dppards & yorewy éorepypevos Kat Téxvey. 
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geverance, which was already expressed in dropdavoOévrec, here once more 


_ specified by ttsel—mpic kaipor par'| not subiéo (Balduin, Turretin), literally, 


for the space of an hour; but as an hour is relatively only a short space, 


“generally “ for the space of an instant,” ze. for a very short period. Itisa 


more definite’ expression for the simple zpo¢ dpar, Gal. il. 5, 2 Cor, vii. 8, 


-Phileni. 15, John v.85, or mpag kaupdy, I Cor. vii. 5, Luke viii. 18, and corres- 


ponds to the Latin horae monentum.? The expression does not import that 


‘the apostle even now hopes soon to return to the Thessalonians (Flatt; 


and appealing to ili. 10, de Wette and Koch). This is forbidden by the 
grammatical relation of dropgavativres to. the preterite  éorowdoaper, 
according to which 7pdg sad» épa¢ can only be the time indicated by the 
participle. Thus the sense is: Afier we were separated from you for 


scarcely an instant, that is, for a very short season, our longing to return 


to-you commenced.—rposdxy ob xapdig] comp. 2 Cor. v. 12, in presence, not 
in heart, for the severance refers only to our bodies; butlove is not bound 
in the fetters of place or time; comp. Col. ii. 5.—repicsorépue torrouddoaper] we. 
endeavored so much the more. orovddterv, to show diligence to reach ‘some- 
thing, implies in itself that the apostle had already taken steps to realize 
his resolution to return, and thus proves the earnestness of the design. 
repooorépue ig not to be referred to ov «apdia, “more than if I had been 
separated from you in heart” (de Wette, Koch), for then there could 


have been no mention of a omondézew at all;3 but is, with Schott, to be 
referred to mpi¢ xaypdv. dpac, so much the more, as the separation has only 


recently occurred,. For it is'a matter of universal experience, that the 
pain of separation from friends, and the desire to return to them, are 
more vivid, the more freshly the remembrance of the parting works in 


the spirit, ¢, the less time has elapsed since the parting, Therefore the 


explanation of Oecumenius and Theophylact, after Chrysostom, is 
unpsychological: mepiocorépwc. éotovddcauen -} he eixdg yy tobe mpde Opav 
arorephturac. Winer’s view (Gram. p. 228 [E. T. 243}) is also inappro-. 
priate, because without support in the context; The loss of their personal 


intercourse for a time had made his longing greater than it would have 
been, if he had stood with them in no such relation. Further, arbitrarily, 


because the proximate reference of repsocorépug can only result from the 


directly preceding participial sentence, but not from ver. 14, Fromond.: 
*“magis et ardentius conati sumus, quum sciremus pericula, in quibus 


versaremini; ” and Hofmann: “for the readers the time after their con- 


1The assertion of Hofm., that mpos xacnov = Plins Wat. Hist. vit. 623, “ Bidem (se. Mae- ° 
" -@pas “cannot possibly denote how long it.was — cenati) triennio: supremo‘ nullo’ hora 


; 26 M0- 
since Paul had heen separated fromthe Thess, .. mento contigit somnus.”.. 


- but only how long this was to happen: as ho. 8 This reference is in a positive form ex- 


was obliged to be'séparated from them,yetthis pressed logically. more corre etly by, Mus- 


“separation was no for. ever,” etc., could only culus: “quo magis corde praesens vobiscum 





ne have a medning if instead of the passive form: ~ fui, hoc abundantius faciem vestram videre 
“: anopbamebépres a participle had been pul, - studui;” and -B-Crus:. with ‘so -much the 
-.. which denoted the free action of the apostle. 





tle. greater desire, because I was. sincere with - 
*Oomp. Hor, Sat, 1.1.7,8: “horae | momen. you. Ell,: because our-heart was with you, 
to aut cita mors venit aut victoria lacta.” and our longing consequently greater. 


“Gaia te 17) 18. a Saag 


version is a time of trouble; for their teachers it is on that account atime 
of so much the more anxious endeavor to see them again.” Lastly, 
grammatically incorrect Turretin, Olshausen, and de Wette, ed. 1, more 
than usual, i, e. very earnestly —Schott discovers an elegance and force in 
Paul, not having written tae weir, but the fuller form rd xpdowrov dua 
idew, with reference to the preceding posdmw; but hardly correct, as 7d 
rpdowrov idety is a usual form with Paul. Comp. iii. 10; Col. ii, 1—in wong 
érduuig| with much desire (longing). A statement of manner added to - 
éorowdoaper, for the sake of strengthening. 
Ver. 18. Arér:] on which account, that is, on account of this great longing 
for you (Sa rd é» rodAH mitonia orowddlew Td xpdowrov ty, tdeiv).—ybedAfoaper | 
[L ¢, d.] Paul uses ééew in agreement with éoxovddoauer (ver. 17), nob 
BobAccba, as the latter word expresses only the wish, the inclination to 
something; but the former the active will, the definite purpose. See 
Meyer on Philem. 18 f, and Titim. Synon. p.124 f£ But whether this 
purpose was already formed at Berea (Fromond., Baumgarten-Crusius), 
or elsewhere, cannot be determined.—é)a yé» Tabio¢] a restriction of the 
subject contained in 7:Apoazev, as the apostle in this section intends only 
to speak of himself, But that he considered the addition @ péy TMadAog 
here necessary, whilst he omitted it in what preceded, is a proof that he 
there rezarded what was said as spoken likewise in the, name of his two 
associates, Moreover, ¢ya pay Tatdog is an actual parenthesis, and is not 
to be connected with «at drat eat dic, as Hofmann thinks, from the 
insullicient reason, because otherwise é@ uty TadAe¢ must have stood after 
Weajoazer (!); and as we find also with Grotius, who makes a suppressed 
Jé correspond to the sé, in the sense: “nempe Timotheus et Silas 
semel?}--Mé] serves only to bring the subject into prominence. See 
Hartung, Purtikell. Wp. 418.—xai drag xai dig] both once and twice, a definite 
expression for twice (comp. Phil. iv. 16); not in the general sense of 
suepius (Grotius, Joachim Lange, Turretin, Koppe, Pelt), for then a@raF xat 
die Would have been written. Calvin: “Quum dicit semel et bis voluimus, 
testatur non subitum fuisse fervorem, qui statim refrixerit, sed hujus pro- 
positi se fuisse tenacem.” A longer continuance of the church (Baur) is not 
to be assumed from this expression, as the interval of probably half a 
year, which is to be assumed between the departure of Paul from 
Thessalonica and the composition of this Epistle (gee Introd. 33), was a 
period sufficiently long to give rise to the twice formed resolution to re- 
turn.—xat bvgcorper juac 6 oatavic| and Satan hindered us. kai, not equivalent 
with dé, by which certainly this new sentence might have been introduced 
(Vorstins, Grotius, Benson, Koppe, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, Koch, 
Bloomfield), mentions simply the result of the apostle’s resolution in. the 
form of juxtaposition. In an unnatural and forced manner Hofmann 
subordinates pleAjoapen éABeiv mpoc ivag as the antecedent to xai évéxowpev 
fue 6 caravag as the principal sentence, whilst dedre denotes while, and bv 
1Gomp. also Warm, Tih. Zeitsehr, 1833, 1, p. to visit the Thessalonians, but Paul partieu- 


1h fi, éyo eat Tatdog is to, be united directly” larly more than once. 
with cai dag ai bs. All three had resolved 
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ana éribupig Ga. 17)3 is “in intention nodded to, the sentence introduced 
by ddr.” Accordingly the Selise. would be: Therefore the anxiety to 
visit the church became so strong, that when it came to the intention to 
go to Thessalonica, Satan hindering prevented it (!).—On. tyxdrrew, comp. 
Rom. xv. 22; Gal. v.7; 1 Pet. iil, 7.—é caravac] denotes not “the oppo- 
nents of Christianity, the enemies of God and men” (Schrader), but, 
according to the Pauline view, the personal author of evil, the devil, who, 
as he is the author of all hindrances in the kingdom of God, has brought 
about the circumstances which prevented the apostle from carrying out 
his purpose. But whether, under these preventive circumstances 
: oecasioned by the devil, are to be understood the wickedness of the. 
‘Thessalonian Jews (Fromond., Schott, de Wette, Bisping), “ qui insidias 
apostolo in itinere struebant.” (Quistorp and, though wavering, Zanchius), 
or the contentions of the church where Paul was, and which prevented 
his leaving them (Musculus), or even the “injecta ei necessitas disputandi 
saepius cum Stoicis et Epicureis, qui Athenis erant” (Grotius), or what 
else, must be left unexplained, as Paul himself has given no explanation. 
Ver. 19. [Le] A reason not for rep, éowovd, «7.4. ver. 17 and also, on 
the other hand, of px. orey. «.7.2,, iii, 1 (Hofm.), but of the twice formed 
resolution of the apostle to return to Thess., ver. 18. This earnest desire to 
return is founded on the esteem of the apostle for his readers, on account 
of their promising Christian qualities. Grotius : Construi hace sic debent: 


orle yap yay taric.. .. dumpactey tod kupiou'. . . H obxt nat dyetc; Certainly 







. correct as regards the matter and the thought, as. gurpootlev . . . rapovoia is 
to be réfarted to the preceding predicates, but ought not to be connected 
with } obyi Kal tueic, as a second independent question. So also Olshau- 


gen, who renders it thus: “ or do not ye also (as I myself and all the rest 








of the faithful) appear before Christ at His coming, i. e. without hesitation, 
without any doubt, ye will surely be also recognized by Christ. as His, and 
» therefore will not fall away again at any time from. the faith.” But the 
reason and justification for this strange position of the words consist in 
this, that Paul originally conjoined the words rig yap... dueic in thought, 
and originally wrote them by themselves ; but then to present the predi- 
cates already put down as considered not in a worldly, but in a specifically 
Christian sense, he introduces, as a closer definition and explanation of 
the whole clause tic... dyeic, the words tuxpocley . . . rapovoia. There 
js, accordingly, no need for the supposition of Laurent (Neutestam. Studien, 
- Gotha 1866, p. 28 ft), that Paul only at a later period, after he had read 
through the whole Epistle once, placed these words in the margin, or 
ordered them to be inserted. Accordingly, the apostle says: For who is 
our hope or joy or crown of rejoicing, or are not even ye this? before our Lord 
Jesus at His coming; i.e, if any one deserves to be called our hope, 
_. -ete., ye deserve it. As the addition éumpoober x.7.2.. proves, the apostle 
thinks on the judgment connected with the coming of Christ—Paul, how- 


ever, calls the Thessalonians &ate judv (comp. Liv. xxviii, 89), not 






- because he anticipates a reward for himself on account of the conversion 
of the Thessalonians effected oy! him asus, Hromond, J ouebing Lange, : 
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Hofmann, and most critics), or at least a remission of the punishment for 
his early persecution of the Christian church (for the emphasis rests not 
on quav, but on the predicates éAmle «.7.2.), but because he has the confi- 
dent hope that the Thessalonians will not be put to shame at the trial to 
be expected at the advent, but will rather be found pure and blameless, 
as those who embraced the faith with eagerness, and heroically persevered 
in it in spite of all contentions —y apd] or joy, as by the conversion and 
Christian conduct of the Thessalonians the kingdom of God has been 
promoted.—) orégavog xavygoews] or crown of glory (comp. NWA My; 
livek. xvi. 12, xxiii. 42; Prov. xvi. 81, and also the LXX.; Phil. iv. 1; 
Soph. Aj. 460; Macrob. in soma. Seip. i.1), inasmuch as this greatness and 
glory, occasioned by the labors of the apostle for the church, is, as it were, 
the victorious reward of his strivings.—} obyi] not nonne (Erasmus, Schott, 
and others), but an non, for 7 here introduces the second member of a 
double question.—xat iveic] also ye: for, besides the Thessalonians, there 
were other churches planted by Paul worthy of the same praise. Accord- 
ing to de Wette, to whom Koch and Bisping attach themselves, 9 tysic 
should properly have followed oré. xavyfo.: “no one is more our hope 
than you;” but with «ai the apostle correets himself, not to say too much, 
and not to offend other churches. But just because 7 byueig imports too 
much, why should not the apostle have designed to put 9 obxt Kat ducig 
from the very first!—é» r_ ebrod mapovoial at his coming (return) to estab- 
lish the Messianic kingdom (comp. iii. 13, iv. 15, v. 23, ef ad.» Usteri, 
Lehrbegr. p. oth 1); an epexegesis to sumpoctey roi, xvpiov judy "Tyco, 

Ver. 20. An impassioned answer to the question in ver. 19. Thus 
yap is not causal, but confirmatory, you or truly ye are (iueic toré, em- 
phatie) cur glory and our joy. [Lf] Comp, Winer, p. 416 [E. T, 446]; 
Hartung, Purtikell. Lp. 4738. Flatt and Hofmann refer ver. 19 to the 
future, to the wapousia Xpiorot, and ver. 20 to the present: “Ye are now 
our glory and our joy, therefore I hope that ye will be yet more,” ete. 
Without justification, as this distinction of time would have been marked 
by Paul. 


Nores ny AmeERIcAN Eprtor. 
XLVIIL Vv. 1-12. 


(a) The second chapter, vy. 1-12, states in a more detailed form, what has been 
briefly set forth in i, 5. The word eicodov is taken up from i. 9, but the thought 
goes back to the earlier verse, as is proved (1) by the fact, that vv. 1-12 refer to 
the preaching and conduct of the Apostle and his companions, while i. 9 f has 
reference only to the conversion of the Thessalonians (except so fax, possibly, as 
the word eicodav itself is concerned); and (2) by the fact, that xev4 and érap- 
pyowmotuela ave naturally connected with éyevfOn . .. dv Suvdpet xr.d. of i, 5. 


In this second and more detailed development of the thought, however, we find a 
more full reference to the matter of persecution, ete., not only with respect to the 
members of the church, vv. 14 ff, but also to the preachers, ver. 2, We also find 
a setting forth of the truth of the message, the sincerity and unselfishness of the 
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eadion and their devotion to ihe -spelfacs of os oe) Liinem. deenady 


ab Pprobévrec (ver. 2) as added to mponabevres, because the latter word is a vox media, 
But mporaf. in such a connection as this could hardly be understood i in any sense 
but that of suffering, and it is more probable that &8pc6. is added for the purpose 
of definiteness or emphasis—(c) catae oldave—comp.. i. 4, 5 and vv. 1, 5, 9, 10, 11 
of this chapter. This repeated appeal to their own knowledge is not to be 
regarded as indicating any doubt or opposition, but, in. this early epistle, as 
belonging to the style and character of a friendly letter—(d) dedompdouete x.7.A, 
(ver. 4) answers to ob éx thévye, which is to be interpreted as Ltinem. under- 


-' gtands it; and oire ... xodaxsiag wtid., Of ver.-5, corresponds with obdé && dica- 


a Sapsiag Ket Dea The two meanings of diana: which occur in the N. T., prove 
and approve, are found in ver. 4. Ver, 5 is introduced, however, according to the 
grammatical construction and immediate connection of thought, as the proof of 
ver. 4.—(e) BR. V. renders Suvduevoe év Paper elvac (ver. 6) might have been. burden 
some 5 with a marginal note, or claimed honor. A.B. V. reads claimed authority 
in the text, and been. burdensome in the margin. The question is a nearly evenly 
_ balanced one, but, for the reasons given by Liinem., the rendering of A. R. V. is, 
- onthe whole, to be preferred. Grimm, Lex. N. 'T., gives this meaning.—(f) W. 
— & 3H. defend the textual reading vymioe against je (ver. 7), on the ground, (1) 
that “the change from the bold image to the tame and facile adjective is charac- 
teristic of the difference between St. Paul and the Syrian revisers ;” (2) that “it 
is not of harshness that St. Paul here declares himself innocent, ‘but of flattery 
-and the rhetorical arts by which gain or repute is procured ; .”? (8) that we have 
év. péow iptv which suits the former word, and not sig dude which would be 
adapted to the latter. A reference to himself, however, under the two figures of 
the infant and the nursing mother, in two successive clauses, seems quite improb- 
able, The contrast, moreover, doesnot seem to be with flattery, ete. but with 
seeking glory and claiming authority; and, with respect to év “éow, it seems not 
difficult to explain its. use with fro. RB. V., 'Tisch., Treg. ALL, read irio.—(g) 
Liinem. places a colon before ag éay of ver. 7, and a comma after réxva;: but it 
seems hetter to place a comma before the former words, and a colon after the 
latter (so W. & H.). . In either case, obrwe refers to the same general idea, but, if 
Liinem.’s punctuation is adopted, it introduces the apodosis to a éav ;—if that of 
W. & H., it takes up the whole preceding statement with its figure, and unfolds 
or ‘explains it by referring to his readiness to sacrifice himself for them in his 

work among them as a preacher.—(h) ydp of ver. 9 is connected by Liinem. with 
_ the immediately preceding clause (d:érz «.7.2.),. As this clause, however, is evi- 
dently very subordinate in its character, it seems better to connect this verse with 
the main idea of the passage which precedes. This labor and toil which he took 
upon himself was a proof of that kindly disposition towards them which made 


him like a nursing-mother to her children and ready, not only to preach the. 


gospel, but to sacrifice himself wholly for their sake. We-have here, however, 
: only one evidence of this kindly feeling ; the next verses give a full and general 
survey of his whole life and conduct as proving it—(t) Ltinem. presses in ver. 10, 


~ agin other cases, the passive force of éyergonuev, affirming that it “ cannot denote 


pure self-activity”’ This position with regard to this aorist passive in. the N. T. 
is quite doubtful in all. cases, and: here all the surrounding words indicate the 
BS opposite. In connection with this. view of dye Onpev, as well as because of the 
Use ee doi ; and the @ position of Opie Te. TOOT. Liinem, holds that these {net words 
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are the free of opinion—the light in ‘ghidh: we appeared to you, as contrasted 
with those who were hostile to us. But this contrast appears antecedently improba- 
ble, and, as he calls attention to their knowledge in pdprupec and oidaze, a refer- 
ence in this additional expression to their opinion would hardly be called for, or 
be likely to be introduced. It is better to regard: it either as the dative commodi, 
or the dative of interest. R. V. renders “behaved ourselves toward you.” 


XLIX. Vy. 13-16. 


(a) These verses answer to i. 6, a8 vv. 1-12 toi. 5. dud robro may be explained, 
with Liinem., Alf, Auberlen, Olsh., and others, as referring to tod xa2oiwrog x71, 
As this, however, is a mere subordinate and descriptive clause, it is more probable 
that the thought of the writer goes back to the general ‘suggestion, in the earlier 


verses, of his sense of the value of the gospel to the hearers, which is connected | 


with the earnestness of his labor and zeal in preaching it to them. The view of 
Vaughan, and Dods in Schaff’s Pop, Comm., that it refers to what follows, is con- 
trary to the ordinary usage respecting this phrase. Ell., Mason, in Ells Comm. 


for King, Readers, Koch, W. & Wilk. and others, agree partly or wholly with the 
iat aac) 3 > Po] + I ! y 


view favored in this note—(6) The construction of wap' guév is doubtful, but, on 
the whole, the considerations mentioned by Liinem. make it probable that his view 
is correct, and that these words belong with dxoj¢-—the word preached by us; Tob 
(vot being an added, and by its position somewhat emphatic, genitive, and indica- 
ting that (iod is the anthor and source of the word of which we are the preachers. 
h. VY. Ell, W. & Wilk, Auberlen, agree with Koch, de W., and others in con- 
necting rap yuov with wapadaporres, Noyes tr., T. 8. Green tr, Bib, Un. tr, A, V., 
Olsh,, [Totm,, and others agree with Liinem. apadafdrre¢ has evidently the sense 
of passive reception (i.e. through hearing), dé¢co¥e, that of active reception (i. ¢, into 
the mind and heart, accepting it voluntarily). The thought is apparently this: 
When the Thess. heard the word as it was preached by the Apostle, they willingly 


received it into their hearts, not as a word coming from him, but from God. The, 


. thought is, accordingly, ak as favors the connection of tap’ quay with axojje— 


(«) Alf. holds that no as is to be supplied with Adyov after déFao9e, and that Paul 


is not speaking of the Thessalonians’ estimate of the word. ined: more properly 
says, that o¢ is omitted because the Apostle would not only express what it was in 
their estimation, but also what it was in fact. But is not the true view of the 
matter this, that they received it as-—what it is in trnth—the word of God; Adyov 
being appositional with the objective pronoun (referring to the preceding Aéyov) 
which is to he supplied after dé&ao%e, and thus expressing their estimate of it, and 
the cade clause being added to show that this estimate was in accordance with 
the fact.—(d) It is not, perhaps, absolutely certain that évepyeioGau is always mid- 
dle (never passive) in the N. T., but this is probably the usage of the writers. 
Here, at least, there can be little doubt that the verb is middle, and that 6¢ refers 
to Adyoc.—(e) yap (ver. 14) is evidently explained correctly by Liinem., and ‘ueuyrat 
tyevfpSyre carries back the thought to i, 6. In i, 6, however, the imitation is 
spoken of as an imitating of the Apostle and his companions, and of the Lord ; 

here, of the Christian churches in Judea. In the former passage, also, the ‘idea 
of meeting tribulation with joy in the Holy Spirit is suggested, while here the 
matter of persecution only is more distinctly set forth—(f) That ovupvderdy of 
ver. re dd is to be understood as referring to Gentiles, i ig render ed altogether probable 
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by what Liiinem: says- But, as he also intimates, we can hardly account for the 
 geverity of the language respecting the Jews in what follows, unless they had had 
~- gome relation to what had oceurred in ‘Thessalonica. So far, therefore, from 
fnding any want of harmony with the account in Acts xvii, in this passage, we 
may discover, rather, an incidental confirmation of what is there guide —(y) fedteo= 
ix., and others, drove out, and this 


Eavtuv is rendered by R. V., Noyes tr, Davidson 

seems to be its meaning in the. Greek outside of the N, TY, (comp, Thuc. i, 24). 
Grimm (Lex. N. T.) gives it this meaning in Luke xi. 49, but renders it here by 
- persequor, calamitatibus premo. . Rob. agrees with Grimm. —(h). The participles. in 
the earlier part of ‘ver. 15 refer to definite past acts (aor.) 5 py apeondvTwv (pres.) . 
-and the adjective tvavrion denoté the permanent condition illustrated by and con- 
sequent upon those acts 5. eodndvTav Of ver. 16 is probably causal, introduced. as 
proving the declaration contained in the next preceding words, This last pax- 

_ ticiple, however; ig not improbably intended to carry with it, also, the idea of that 
continuous hindering of the preachers of the gospel among the Gentiles, which 
was the last step in the development of opposition to Cod and men, making the sin 
“of the Jews finally complete, and opening the door, at last, for the breaking forth 
upon them of Divine punishment.—(?) The possibilities of signification of opyy 
(ver. 16) (whether wrath or punishment), and of él¢ TEAOG, are such that it is difficult 
to make any positive assertion respecting the precise shade of meaning belonging | 
- tothe last clause of the verse. But in view of the aorist tense in igdace,—of the 
fact that sig TéAog may naturally mean to the end, the utmost limit, of the thing 
he fact that the peculiar calamities which might specially be 


| spoken of,—and of t 
+ called the divine punishment had not yet been inflicted on the Jews, the expla- 
“pation given by Liinem. may be regarded as most satisfactorily meeting the 


demands of the sentence. 


L. Vy. 17-20. 


(a) These verses are immediately connected with’ those of the third chapter, the 
new sub-section of the Epistle covering ii. 17-iii. 18. ‘The letter being 50 largely 


an expression of friendly feeling, the ordinary introduction of the Pauline Epistles — 


(thanksgiving, ete., for the Christian life and progress of the Church) unites itself 
closely with, and forms a part of, the first main division, which ends with the close 
of chap. iii. This division has two principal subdivisions: i. 2-ii. 16, referring. 

to his preaching among them and their reception of his message; ii. 17-111. 18. 
relating to his anxiety, in his absence from them, to learn of their well-being (for 
which purpose he had sent Timothy, that he might bring information concerning 


-them), and his joy and satisfaction at the tidings which Timothy brought. 


(0) Hyei¢ of ver. 17 is best explained by the general contrast between himself 
and his companions on the one side, and the Thessalonians on the other ghich i 
manifest throughout, the whole of this first portion of the Epistle. » This contrast 
and the emphasis connected with it,—as well as the strong and peculiar expres- 

.. sions aroppareadévrec—T pos, Karpov Spas—ob Kapdig—torrovdicapzer—tv okay énl= 

~ Souia,—helong to the tenderness of ‘the writer's feeling towards the church and 

his desire to give utterance to it in the most hearty manner.—(¢) Liinem. holds that 
pS edgoaper of ver. 18 isused, instead of the corresponding form of BobAco Fas, as better ! 
"answering to Eorovddoaper, we endeavored (“implying that he had taken iteps to real- 
: ine his resolution ”), giving thusto Séhew the sense of the active will, definite pur- | 
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pose, and to Bobreobar, that of mere wish or inclination. The reverse of this view. 


respecting the two verbs is held by some to be more correct. Comp. on this subject 
Meyer on. Matt. i. 19 and Philem. 13f, Ell. on 1 Tim. v. 14, Buttm. Lexil. I. p. 
26, Grimm (Lex. N. T.) sub verb. 0440, Webster, Syntax and Syn. of the Gr. Test., 
p- 197 £—(d) dcr, which Liinem., Alf, EIL, and others regard as meaning on 
which account, and thus as nearly equivalent to dé (T.R.), is rendered by R. V. 
because. If éowovddcaper is to be understood in the sense mentioned above, as it 
probably should be, and 7cA, means wished simply, the rendering of R. V. may be 
regarded with favor. The fact that dé follows in iii. 1 also favors this rendering 
of dedrt.—(e) The explanation (ver. 19) given by Liimem., or that indicated by 
W. and H., who arrange the text as follows: tic... xavyjosw¢—y ody? nat byeic— 


éumpooter «,7.A., is the simplest and best that can be offered. The reference to the: 
napovola here is to be accounted for in the same way as in i. 10 and elsewhere— 


(f) yap of ver. 20 is best rendered by jor, as in ordinary cases. It gives the 
affirmation of the fact as the ground of the answer implied in # ovy? kat dusic. 
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CHAPTER sa 


Ver. 1 Elz has 616, Mér, found i in B, is a mere error e the iganiserther, ocea~ 
sioned by the following power —Ver. 2. After riv ddeAgiv quay the Receptus has 
kat dcikovov toi Geod kai ouvepydy 7jpor. Defended by Bouman (Chartae theol. 
Lib. I. p. 63£) and Reiche, But instead of this, Griesb, Lachm. Tisch. 2 and 7, 
Alford and Ellicott, after D* Clar. Germ. Ambrosiast., have correctly received 
into the text Kal ovvepydv tod Seod, from which all variations are explained. 
In order to remove the objectionable character which the expression ovvepyd¢ tov - 
God appeared to have, sometimes tod Ocod was suppressed (so the reading re- 

 eeived by Tisch. 1 xa? ovvepydv, in B, Arm.), at other times ovvepydy was. eee 
into deéxovoy (Kal Sudkover tov Ocod, A x, 67** 71, et al., Copt. Aeth. Vulg. Bas. 
Pel. [in textn] ; approved by Scholz. and Tisch. $), from which further grew, by 
blending with the original wording, dsdxover kat ovvepyov tod Geoid, FP G, Boern., 
and kul dudx, xal ouvepyov tod cod in E17; lastly, there was interpolated Kai 
- Sudxovov Kat cuvepydy qdv (Sahid.), or dudxcovor toi Oeod Kat ouvepydv quay (Syr. ed. 
Erp.) or Kal dsdxovoy rod Ocod nal ovvepydv (87).—Instead of the Receptus mapa- 
Kahéoat tuac, only mapaxadéoa is to be read, with Lachm. Tisch. Alford and 
-. Ellicott, according to A B D* F Gx, min. Copt. Sahid, Baschm. Arm, Slav. ant. 
~Vulg. It. Chrys. Theodoret (alic.) Damase. Ambrosiast. Pelag.—imip tijg wicteme] 
Ela. has ep tie wiorewe, Against A B D* E* FG Kx, 17, 81, etal., Bas. 
Chrys. Theodoret (alic.)—Ver. 8. Elz. has 76. pda, But A BD EK Ly, 
min, plur. edd. Bas. Oecum. have 7d jdéva,. Correctly accepted hy Matth. 
-* Lachm, (in the stereotype edition ; in his larger edition Lachm. writes rd pydév 
» doaivestiae !) Tischendorf, Alford and Eflicott.. Preferred also by Reiche. In the 
‘place of the misunderstood 7é,7@ of the Recepius was put (although this is im- 
possible from grammatical considerations ; see notes on passage), or toi (67, 87, 
al.), or ta (FG, 78)—~Ver. 7. Elz. has OAéber wad avayky. According to the 
preponderating testimony of A B DEF Gy, min. edd, Syr. utr. Copt, Arm. 
> Vulg. It. Ambrostast. Pel., to be transposed dvdyan Kat OAinper—Ver. 11. Instead 
of the Recept. ‘Insoic Xpusre A B D** (in D* ‘Iysob¢ is wanting) x, 8, 17, et al., 
e Aeth. Vulg, ms. Ambr. ai., Lachm. Tisch. Alford, Ellicott have ’I yous, ahich is 
to be preferred — Ver. 12. "Els, has 6. kipwg. This is wanting in Syr. £ trp.  Suss 
pected by Mill. Apparently spurious, as in A, 73, et al, 6 Oedc, and in D* E* 
FG, Ltd xbpeog. Tyoove is found, If Paul added no subject in ver. 12, but 
caused the same to be continued from ver. 11, the. early insertion of aadnions ag 
“glosses was natural—Ver, 18> "Iyco0} Elz, has “Tnjood Xporod, Against it A B- 
DE K x, 87, 39, ef al, Aeth. Germ. Vulg. ms. Damase. ‘Ambr-After the Recept, 
 dytav abroi, A D* EB y* min. Copt. Aeth, Vulg. al. add aug. Bracketed by 
- Laehm. ; received by Tisch, 8. But ee was inserted, ag an ecclesiastical lection 
: ‘paded with ver. 18.. : ease 
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ContEents.—No longer the master of his longing and anxiety for his 
readers, Paul has sent Timotheus from Athens to them, to exhort them 
to endurance under persecutions, and to bring him exact information 
concerning their conduct. Timotheus has just returned, and by his mes- 
sage has comforted and calmed the apostle. He entreats God that he 
might soon be permitted to reach Thessalonica to assist the church in its 
remaining deficiencies, and that God might cause the Thessalonians so to 
abound in Christian excellence, that they may be blameless at the com- 
ing of Christ (vv. 1-18). 

Vv. 1 ff. are most closely connected with the preceding ;* itis therefore 
to be regretted that a new chapter should commence here, On vv. 1-3, 
comp. the treatise of Riickert alluded to in comment on i. 8. 

Ver. 1. Aw] [On Vv. 1-10, see Note LI. pages 509, 510.] Therefore, 4. e. 
did 1d eivae bude tiv ddsav yudv nal tiv yapav (ii. 20)—pynére oréyovres] no 
longer bearing it, i.e. incapable of mastering our longing for you any- 
longer (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 12, xiii. 7; Philo, in Flace. p, 974, Opp. Lut. Pay. 
1640, fol.: ynére oréyern Svvapevos tae tndeiac). So Erasmus, Vorstius, Cor- 
nelius a Lapide, Wolf, Pelt, de Wette, only the latter conjoins with the 
idea of lonying, that of anxiety for the Thessalonians, which, indeed, is in 
accordance with fact, but anticipates the representation, as the idea of anxiety 
on the part of the apostle is first added in what follows.—uycérc] is not here 
instead. of obnére, as Riickert thinks, appealing to an abusus of the later 
Greek, which abasus we should be cautious in recognizing (see Winer, p. 
443 [K.'T. 486]), but as spoken from a subjective standpoint: as those who, 
eta. »Morcover, to take the participle créyorres in the sense of occultantes, 
to which Wolf : and Baumgarten are inclined: “no longer concealing my 
longing,” i.e. no longer observing a silence concerning it, would be flat, 
and contrary to the context.—eidoxjoapyer] as well as érdapaper, ver. 2, and 
ireyupa, ver. 5, is a simple historical statement of a fact belonging to the 
past. Grotius and Pelt erroneously take the aorists in the sense of the 
pluperfect. ehdonjoanev does not denote a mere promptam animi inclina- 
tionem (Calvin, Pelt); also not acting gladly (Grotius: Triste hoc, sed 
tamen hoc libenter feceramus), but the freely formed resolution of the 
will: accordingly we resolved. Nicolas Lyrencis, Hunnius, Grotius, Calo- 
vius, Turretin, Whitby, Bengel, Michaclis, Wurm, Hofmann, consider 
Paul and Silas as the subjects of eidoxgoauev; that xayo (ver. 5), I also, 
is a proof of this, for it contains it itself the reference to a wider 
subject, so that from a plurality of the subject in ver. 1, a single indi- 
vidual was, in ver. 5, brought forward. However, this view cannot 
be the correct one. By the insertion of éyd péy TMaiAos, ii, 18, the 
sub ject of ii. 17-20 is expressly restricted to Paul himself: and, as 
chap. ii. is most closely connected with ii. 17-19, the subject here 
must be the same as there. etdoxfoazev must therefore, with Calvin, Hem- 





1Strikingly, Calvin: Hac narratione, quae nica, accordingly we two remained behind at 
sequitur, desiderti ilins sui fidem facit. Athens, and sent Timotheus.” Asan analogy 

2In the strange interpretation: “We re- . to this, the form should be oi eps roy TadAow. 
solved that one of us should go to Thessalo- Comp. Tiib. Zevtschr. 1833, 1, p. 76. 
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ming, Estius, ‘Promond, ee Palt, Schott, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
‘Crusius, Alford, Ellicott, Riggenbach (in J. P. Lange’s Bibelwerk, Part X., 
Bielef. 1864), and others, be referred to. Paul only y, to Which Kaya, ver. 5, is 
no objection (see below).—xararepijvas tv ’ADjvaig pdver] [LI b.] Zac ha- 
riae, Koppe, Hug, Hemsen, also Wieseler (Chronologie des apost. Acitulters, 
p. 249) and Alford (Proleg. p. 45), understand this of Paul's being lett: sone 
at Athens, Timotheus not having been previously there with the apostle. 
They assume that Timotheus, left behind at Berea (Acts xvii. 14), either 
_ at the time of his being left behind, or at some later period, received the 
direction from the apostle, countermanding the charge given in Acts xvii. 
15, that before proceeding to Athens, he should return from Berea to Thes- 
‘galonica to strengthen the church there, This view is brought forward 
from a desire of reconciling our passage with the narrative in the Acts of 
the Apostles. Acts xvii. 16 informs us only of a waiting for Timotheus at 
‘Athens, but not of his arrival there; on the contrary, it is stated that 
Silas and Timotheus did not return from Macedonia until the. residence 
of the apostle at Corinth (Acts xviii. 6). But this view doesnot correspond 
with the natural wording of our passage, as carare@pOjvat, ta be left behind, to 
remain behind, evidently presupposes the previous presence. of Timotheus. 
We must therefore, with Zanchius, Piscator, Cornelius a Lapide, Beza, 
Wolf, Benson, Macknight, Eichhorn, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, Koch, 
Ellicott, Hofmann, and others, suppose that Timotheus actually came from 
Berea to Athens, and was sent from it by the apostle to Thessalonica. To 
this interpretation we appear constrained by érésapaev, ver. 2, and éreprpa, 
ver. 5, as hardly anything else can be denoted with these words than a 
commission given directly by Paul to one present. 
Ver. 2, Tov ddeAgav judy cad owvepydv tov Osod tv 7. ebayy, rod Xpurrod| our 
‘brother (Christian brother) and fellow-laborer of God in the Gospel af Christ. 
“The cvv in ovvepydv tod Oeod refers not to man, but to God, the chief ruler 
_ of the church; comp. Meyer on 1 Cor. iii.9. In this apposition attached to 
Tepdd_eov, Theophylact, Musculus, and most critics (comp. already Chrysos- 
tom) discover the design, that Paul wished thereby to indicate what a 
great sacrifice he put himself to for the sake of the Thessalonians, as he 
‘surrendered to them at once his faithful assistant, whom he himself so 
much required, in order that he might minister to. their wants! Such. a 
view is remote from the apostle. The epithets which he gives to Timo- 
theus are nothing more than a commendation of his apostolic. associate, 
which the apostle felt himself constrained spontaneously to express, on 
account ofthe faithfulness and zeal which he displayed for the sake of the 
gospel ; and we are the less to look for any ulterior design, as it was the 
constant practice of the apostle, when he had occasion specially to men- 
tion his faithful associates, to designate them by some honorable appella- 
tion. —é 16 elayyedig| Statement of the sphere in. which he was a suvepydc. 
‘Comp. Rom. i. 9; Phil. iy. Bec 7 ornpigae ‘uic] not that we (the senders) 


ou Thus also Rotinang, only: he’ finda. ‘ths ee lotsed for the apoatle . himself. might be 
«reason of the honorable appellation | inthis: tempted to-undervalue this mission of a eae 
‘ Stat. the: eas ‘of  Thessalonion Who ordinate associate!” 
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might (by the instrumentality of Timotheus) strengthen you (Cornelius a 
Lapide, Grotins), but that he (Timotheus) might strengthen you. But 
erroneously (comp. already Chrysostom) Oecumenius, whom Theophy- 
phylact, Estius, Luc. Osiander, Fromond., Nat. Alexander, Macknight, 
and others follow : Gg cazevopévouc, 2p og Fu 6 diddoxarog év weipacuoie’ péyac 
yap ivrwg VépuBog roig wabyraic 7d elvat Tov OWécKarov iv retpacuoi¢—Grotius and 
others understand mapaxadtéoa in the sense of to comfort. More correctly 
(on account of ver. 8), it is to be taken in the meaning of to evhort or 
encourage. Schott erroneously unites both ideas, Also, arbitrarily separating 
the words, Olshausen refers orypiga to patience in persecution, and rapaxadéoaz 
to growth in faith ——irép rij¢ ricrews tuer] not equivalent to rept tHe wioreae 
iuov (de Wette and others), as if it were a mere statement of the object, 
but: for the good of your faith 4. e. in order that you might preserve it.! 
Ver. 8. Zafer] related to cefew,—only here in the N. T,—means, to 
shake, to swing hither and thither. It is used specially of dogs who wag 
_ their tails (comp. Hom. Od. xvi. 4 ff, x. 217; Arist. Hg. 1081), from which 
the wider acceptation of fawning or caressing is derived... Then the verb 
stands generally for any act of shaking, passing from the sphere of sense 
to that of mind? Thus here saiverbau denotes a being disquieted, becom- 
ing wavering in the faith. Chrysostom correctly explains it by GopuBsioPae 
kel raparreada, With unnecessary harshness Faber Stapulensis, to whom 
also Beza (adblandiri, adversariis videlicet evangelii) is inclined, Elsner, 
Obsery. suer. IT. p. 275 f, Wolf, and Tittmann, de synonym. in N. T. p. 189, 
think to preserve the meaning fawning (and alluring), giving the sense: 
that they should not permit themselves, by “adulationes et illicitamenta 
earnis ” (Faber Stapulensis), to apostatize from Christianity, and relapse 
into heathenism or Judaism. Also Riickert, whom Koch follows, adopts 
this view, as he will not acknowledge the meaning @opupeictat in the verb : 
he thinks, rather, that from the meaning fo fawn, the meaning blanulitiis. 
corrumpt in the passive is formed; and from that, in consequence of the 
toning down of the meaning, the general idea of corrumpi arose. Hof- 
mann explains caive directly by to delude, a meaning which the word 
never hias.—éy rate OAlipeow rabrace| in these afflictions. évis purely temporal, 
not instrumental, although, in regard to the subject in hand, it cannot be 
doubted that it was the the @Aiépew to whose influence the possibility of a 
gaivecOae is attributed. rabrag is deucrixdsc, indicative, denoting the afflictions 
which both the Thessalonians and Paul (so Calixtus, Flatt, Schott, and 
others; Oecumenius, Theophylact, Estius, Osiander, Nat. Alexander, 
Benson, Macknight, erroneously refer the @Aipecc to Paul only) have just 
experienced, and which are here considered as belonging to the present, 
since a renewed outbreak of them was every instant to be feared. The 
first part of ver. 8, accordingly, contains the warning not to suffer them- 


1That Calvin here speaks of a fides Pauli 2Comp. Diog. Laert. viii. 41: of 68 caidje- 
ubique adversus Satanam ef mundum vietrix, vot rots Agyouevors ebdxpudy re Kat dpogov.— 
is because, in the oldest Greek editions of the | Sophocl. Antig. 1214: mardds pe caiver Abdyyos. 
N,'T, wires quay was put in place of siorews (Other proofs in Wetstein), 
Uw, 
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selves to apostatize from the ‘faith in 1 Christ in the time of trouble and of 
need.—But it is asked how ver.3 is to be connected with the preceding. 
Those who read, with the Receptus, +O pdéiva calvectac (see critical note), 
regard 76 as the Datiyus commodi, which, as the Hebrew 4 placed before 
gn infinitive, serves for the statement of the object; thus 7@ would be 
‘equivalent to eig 76 (Grotius, Turretin, Benson, Koppe, Pelt, Olshausen). 
But 7@ with the infinitive is used exclusively to denote the reason or the 
inducing cause, never to denote the design ; comp. 2 Cor. ii. 12, and Winer, 
p. 308 [E. T. 328). Rickert, indeed, retaining this grammatical use of 
r®, makes it denote: “unde naseituram tiv napdkayow speraverat, quum 
Timotheum. misit, apostolus ; :” and although he does not decide positively, 
prefers the reading 7@, in order that he may find expressed therein a two- 
fold. object in sending Timotheus, in conformity with the longing of the 
apostle tevioualy stated: (1) in respect to the readers, and (2) in respect 
io himself.. Timotheus, Paul intends to say, is sent. “fratres ut firmaret, 
sibé ut afferret ex bona ilorum conditione solatium.” . But this interpre- 
tation is simply impossible, as, in referring wapaxadfoa to the apostle, it 
would be indispensably necessary, on account of the preceding tui, to 
subjoin dude. Accordingly, even from déernal reasons, criticism, requires 
us to read. 7d pndéva oaivecdu. But here, also, a different view is con- 
-ceivable:—(1) We might, with Matthaei, supply a second ig to rd padéva 
saiveodac from the preceding sig rd orypigac. But in this ease we cannot 
understand why the second ¢i¢ has been suppressed by Paul, as. elsewhere 
_ he does not avoid the repetition of the form ele 76; comp. e.g. Rom. iv. 11. 
Or (2) with Schott, Koch, and Bisping, we might take ra pydéva caiverOurasan 
absolute accusative, in the sense of ortod attinet ad. But, considering the 
-varity of this construction, and the misuse which is practised with its 
assumption (comp. Bernhardy, Syntaa, p. 182 f.; also Phil. iv.10, on which 
Schott founds, is no analogy, as there 7) brép iuob dpovelv is the usual objec- 
tive accusative to dveOdtere, used transitively), this shift. should only be 
. resorted to when no other expedient presents itself, (8) Winer, 5th ed. p. 
_ $75 whom de Wette, Reiche, Ellicott, Buttmann, Gramm. des neutestam. 
Sprachgebrauchs, p . 226 [E. T. 2638 £.], Hofmann, aud Riggenbach follow, 
makes 76 undéva oaivgodat dependent On mapaxadréca, and. considers it as a 
further explanation of trép rie miorewc, namely, to exhort that none should 
become wavering, [LI ¢.] But if rd ppdéva catveo dar depended on sapa- 
-kadécat, then xapaxaiciv, in the sense of to exhort, would be construed. 
with the simple accusative of the thing, an assumption the possibility of 
oy. which is tobe absolutely denied. (The passages on which Reiche sup- 
fe Eee : ports the opposite view are without force. In Luke iii. 18 both accusatives 
poe a are Bob governed by rapaxadiv, but, in agreement with Acts xiii. 82, by 
= styyyedttero; in 1'Tim. vi. 2, tavra depends on didacke, and kat mapandAes is 
_ annexed only in a loose manner to raira didacre; so also in Tit. il. IS 
-rabra belongs’ only to 242, but not also to the following verbs; further, in 
», Mark v. 23 roA2é does not depend on mapananel, but is the: adverbial much, 
very; lastly, Mark v.17 and Acts viii. 81- are not analogous, as there _ 
mepaxadely j ig Poe with the: accusative of the Peteon, oa which. a simple 
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infinitive, but not an infinitive with the article 76, follows.) Besides, if ra 


paydéva oaiv, were a further explanation or epexegesis of trip rice wloreue 
tov, then not the accusative rd yydéva caivectac would have been put, but 
the genitive rod yydéva caiv., in agreement with iméip rie miorewe sydv, 
Accordingly, this interpretation is also to be rejected. There consequently 
remains only (4) to consider 7d pydéva caiveotae ty Taig 62. rabrac as an appo- 
sition to the whole preceding sentence cig td ornpizat tudo. xat wapaxarcar trip 
rie wistews buav, sO that 7d. pydéva oaiy. serves only to repeat the same 
thought which was before positively expressed in a negative but better 
detined form ; thus, instead of 74, rovréors might have been written. Thus 
the sense is: to strengthen you and to exhort you on behalf of your faith—that 
ds, that no one may be shaken in these troubles ; or, to strengthen and exhort 
you on account of your faith, particularly on one point, which is con- 
tained in one requirement: that no one may be. shaken, etc. Accord- 
ingly, 7d pydéva caivesta certainly depends on the preceding ei¢; but our 
interpretation is entirely different from that adduced in (1), as no second 
ste can be inserted before ré pydéva caivecbac without injuring the indis- 
soluble unity which combines 76 pydéve caiv. «7.4. with what precedes— 
abrot yiip vid, . . . kat oidare, ver. 4, is not, with Moldenhauer, Griesbach, 
Vater, Flatt, to be included in a parenthesis, as did robro, ver. 5, is con- 
nected with what directly precedes.—ydp] proves the legitimacy of the 
demand pydéva calvectat.—oidure] ver. 4, explains whence they knew it,— 
namely, partly from previous definite intimations of the apostle, and 
partly from their own experience. Contrary to the text, Theodoret, : from 
the previous intimation of Christ—ir: ele rodro xeipefla] that we were 
appointed thereto. Comp. Phil. 1.17; Luke ii. 84. eig totiro, te. not eg 76 
pydiva caiveatla, but elg 7d OA(Peoa (comp. yer. 4), in connection with 
daineow, Moreover, xeivela refers not only to Paul (Oecumenius, Estius, 
Osiander, and others), or to Paul and his companions (Hofmann), nor 
also to Paul and the Thessalonians (Koppe), but to Christians in general. 

Ver. 4. Reason of airol yap oidare.—pic bac] The accusative, asin Gal. i. 
18, ii. 5; 1 Cor. xvi. 7, ete—Also péAAouer is neither to be restricted to Paul 
(Oecumenius, Estius, Osiander, Nat, Alexander, Macknight), nor to Paul and 
his companions (Hofmann), nor to Paul and the Thessalonians (Grotius, 
Koppe); but, as cefueba, ver. 3, to be taken generally: we Christians in 
general, MédAouev OAiBeofa, however, is distinguished from the simple 
future—it characterizes the sufferings as inevitable, as predetermined in 
the counsels of God.—oidare] from your own experience. Baumgarten- 
Crusius incorrectly refers it to mpoedéyoper. 


1 Alford accedes to this interpretation. Bou- 
man (Chartae theolog. I, p. 79 18) assumes a 
middle position between this view and that 
adopted by Winer, de Wette, and Reiche: 
Hgo... ita de Wettium sequor ac Winerum, 
ut pajicva catverdo. cum proxime praecedente 
Infinitivo rapaxcadéoor connectendum existi- 
nem. Verum tote tertiae hujus sectionis 
dicto: pySdva. . . xetweda, illius, quam Timo- 

co] * F 


thei ministerio ad Thessalonicenses perfer- 
endam curabat Apostolus, rapaxdijoews prae- 
cipuun argumentum ac summa contineri mihi 
videtur. Cujus rei, ni fallor, indicium est 
dictumque adeo acuit et a caeteris distinguit 
praemissus ille articulus 76.. Quem thi. po- 
nere Graecos, ubi nos signa citationis vulgo 
notur est. Veluti postmodum, chap. iv. 1: 


To wads Set x.7.A, 














_- observes of the Thessalonians, namely, that 


- Keyd, Which belongs to pyxért oreyup, not to. 
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‘Ver. 5. Aud tobr0] on this account, 2.e.on account of the actual com- 
mencement of trouble. But, incorrectly, Fromond.: ne tribulationibus 
meijs turbaremini—The rat in «éyé.does not belong to the whole sentence : 
“therefore also, no longer forbearing, I sent ” (de Wette, Koch, Bisping), 
for then da nat rovro would have been written (the passages adduced by 
de Wette to the contrary do not prove what is designed); rather kai 
impressively gives prominence to the person of the éy: therefore I also. 
Thus a relation must be contained in it to other persons. Schott, whom 
Olsh. and Ell. follow, supposes these other the Thessalonians, finding the 
thought expressed: “as ye, in consequence of the troubles which befell 


‘me, were anxious for me, so I also could no longer bear to be without 


information concerning you.” But, according to the connection (xa 
éyévero kai oldare, ver. 4), a relation must be contained in xayé to others, 
of whom, as of Paul, a gyxére oréyerv in respect of the Thessalonians is 
asserted These others are the Christian circle with the apostle in 
Athens (Acts xvii. 84), including Timotheus sent from it to Thessalonica, 
Events such as befell the Thessalonians must have awakened lively sym~ 
pathy in every Christian who heard of them. Entirely perverted is the 
view of Hofmann, who takes the singular, yer. 5, as a contrast to the 
plural, ver. 1. In ver. 5 only Paul is spoken of, whereas in ver. 1 Paul 
and Silvanus are referred to. He accordingly infers, that besides Timo- 
theus, sent by Paul and Silvanus jointly. to Thessalonica, there was 
another sent specially by Paul. After Timotheus was on his journey to 
strengthen the Thessalonian Church against the persecution which had 
broken out upon them, Paul, at a time when Silvanus was also absent, 
sent a second, this time for his own sake; his own troubled condition 
making the want of news from Thessalonica insupportable, lest perhaps 
the fruit of his labors among them might be entirely lost. Yet before the 


‘return ofthis unknown messenger Silvanus and also 'Timotheus had rejoined 


the apostle !—ele 1d yravar] in order to learn, belongs to the subject of the verb 


- éreppa; thus: “in order that I, the sender, might lear;” not; in order 
_that he (Timotheus) might learn (Pelt, Olshausen, and others).—rjy tora 
iuon| your faith, i.e. how it is with it, how it stands—pjrwc] [LI a] 


depends on yéva, not on éxewpa, and is the introductory particle of an 


indirect question : whether perhaps the tempter has tempted you. So Wahl, 


Schott, and de Wette; also Bouman, Chartue theolog, I. p. 80. Without 
reason, Beza, Grotius, Turretin, Benson, Koppe, Flatt, Pelt, Winer, p. 
470 [E. T. 505], supply ¢oPotpevoc before pproc: “filled with anxiety lest 


3 the tempter should have tempted you.”—é reipafor] another expression 
“for 6 caravac, ti. 18. Comp. Matt. iv. 3.—elg xevdy] see Meyer on Gal. ii. 2. 


—ineipacer , . . yévnrac] correctly, Schott: ut cognoscerem, quomodo se 
haberet: persuasio vestra, num forte tentator vos tentaverit, adeo ut (quod. 


1It might otherwise be assumed that Paul: Emenipa, is explained, But thisis an expedient 
here anticipates what: he first, in ver. 6, which is artificial, and is to be rejected be- 


, ne that cause. pyxére oréye,' ver. 5, and dmumodeiy, | 
they also had'a longing for him; and thus. yer. 6, are not co-extensiye ideas.” © 
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deus avertat!) labor meus irritus fiert possit, The aorist indicative refers 
to a fact which possibly may have already happened; but the conjunctive 
—yévytae refers to a fact which belongs to the future, and is conceived as a 
consequence of the first fact. Fritzsche (Opuse. Fritzschiorum, p. 176), to 
whom de Wette and Koch adhere, explains it: ut... cognoscerem, an 
Jorte Satanas vos tentasset et ne forte labores mei irriti essent. He thus 
takes yirog in the first clause as an interrogative particle, and in the 
second clause as an expression of fear; an explanation which Winer 
rightly designates as harsh.—Moreover, incorrectly, Whitby, Macknight, 
Baumgarten-Crusius: in éeipacev is implied “tempted with success,” 
“seduced.” The idea of seduction exists only by the addition of ele xeviv 
yévyrat. 

Ver. 6. ‘Apr: dé] [LI e.] but now, belongs not to éafévrog (Grotius, 
Pelt, Schott, Alford, Ewald, Ellicott, Hofmann, Riggenbach), but is to be 
separated from it by a comma, and belongs to mapexAqdnyev, ver. 7. For 
(1) not the mission of Timotheus and his return, but the mission and the 
consolation obtained from his return, is the main point on which it 
depends; (2) If Paul would connect dprz. 68 é26dvroc, did rovro would | 
scarcely be inserted in ver. 7 for the recapitulation of ver. 6; (8) dpri dé 
emphatically opposes the present to the past, to éxeupa (ver. 5); but dpre 
would be flat if we referred it to 40dvrer, and that whether it was to be 
understood in its temporal or in its logical sense; (4) Lastly, we would 
expect rapacecAjucha (which certainly is found in A.and some minusculi), 
but not rapexAgOnper, in ver. 7.—tA0svro¢ «.7.2.] not after, but because; dad 
rotro requires this. The joyful message which Timotheus brought? refers 
(1) to the Christian condition of the Thessalonian Church generally (rq» 
riotw Kai tiv dydrny tydv), and (2) to the personal relation of the Thessa- 
lonians to the apostle (wat dre &yere «.7.A.)2—Kat ore Eyete relay qudv ayabyv | 
and that ye have us in good remembrance. Arbitrarily Grotius: Est perwvo- 
pia, NAM per memoriam. intelligit mentionem, et bonam intelligit, in 
bonam partem, #4. ¢. honorificam. For then zoioda: must be put instead 
of tyec.—-wdvrore] belongs to the foregoing, not, as Koch and Hofmann 
suppose, to what follows.—éaiodoivrec] Comp. Rom. i. 11; Phil. i. 8, ii. 
26; 2 Cor. ix. 14.—Strikingly Musculus (also Bengel): Non modo amoris 
hoc erat indicium, sed et bonae conscientiae. The compound verb, how- 
ever, makes prominent the direction, not the intensity, of rode, Comp. 
Fritzsche on Rom. & UL—addrep wat jucig tude] se. Weiv ixerododpev, 

Ver. 7. Ard roiro] is added in consequence of the preceding long parti- 
cipial sentence, and as its recapitulation. But Paul says 61d robro, not ded 
ravra, as we would naturaily expect, because he here regards the joyful 
message of Timotheus as a whole or in its unity, but does not think on 


LChrysostom :‘Opds thy mepiydperay Tavdov; elas Td BéBaov' m SF aydry Thy mpaKruchy 
ove elrev drwyyeihaytos GAN ebayyedccamdvou' —- dpetyy" y 68 rod SiéacKddov pryun Kat d mept 
socobToy dyabav Hyctro Thy ékelver BeBaiwow . adtdy wéB0s waprupel rH trept thy dudacKadiay 
kal thy éyarnv. Comp. also Luke i 19, and = = eropyj. Hammond incorrectly understands 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 266 ff ayémny of love to God. 
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the separate points daumierted: bows “Haseapemiel| the aorist, in con- 
nection with éprz, ver. 6, proves that this Epistle was composed. immedi- 
ately after the return of Timotheus—i¢’ buiv| in reference to you (comp. 2 
Cor, vii. 7), is not superfluous on account of the following dca rij¢ tpnav 
~ giorewe (Koppe, Pelt), but puts the personal object first in regard to whom 
the consolation of the apostle occurred, whilst dia ti¢ tuév wiarews brings 
in afterwards the actual circumstances, by which the consolation was 
called forth.—ént xday ty dvayny Kat OAiper ypév] on (or in) all our necessity 
andtribulation, értis nota causal, but a temporal statement. Comp, 2.Cor. 
vii. 4; Winer, p. 867 [E. 'T. 892]. Erroneously Schott, in every necessity 
and tribulation which we endure; this would be expressed by én? dey 
dvdyen «7.2. (without an article). By @4ap¢ Schott understands the tribu- 
~Jation caused by the Corinthian adversaries of the apostle; and by dvdynn, 
either sickness or (so also Macknight) pecuniary indigence, combined 
“with. hard labor; whilst Bouman (Chartae theolog. I. p. 80) considers 
“ avayeqy vocabulum generale esse, quod nullum non calamitatwm genus 
-contineat; Oipev de oppressionibus singulatim dici ac pérsecutionibus, quibus 
-Christianos vel Ethnici vexarent vel Judaei.” These special determina- 
tions or limitations are certainly precarious; still so much is certain, that 
avdyey and OAhue cannot here be interpreted, with de Wette and Koch, of 
care and anxiety, but are to be understood of external necessity and tribula- 


tion. For the care and anxiety of the apostle could only, according to 


the context, refer to the Thessalonians, and must have been removed by 
the message of Timotheus. But éxi imports that the avéyan and Orie of 
- the apostle continued in spite of the glad message of Timotheus; on the 

other hand, by reason of it they were no longer esteemed or felt by the 

"apostle as an evil (comp. ver. 8). For the thought can only be: We 

were comforted during, or in spite of, the heavy burden of necessity and 
. tribulation, which weighs upon us, consequently still rests upon us...With 
~ this interpretation what follows in ver. 8 must suitably agree. 

~ Ver. 8. Paul considers the dvdyxy and @Aiabec which lay upon. him as a 


Gévaros, but he does not feel this evil; the Odvaroc is converted to him into. 


Caf, when he learns how the churches which he had founded cleave to 
the Lord. External matters are, in general, indifferent to the apostle, 
~ provided he reaches his life-aim, to lead souls to Christ; every success in 
reference to this imparts strength and fullness of life to him.—viv] is not 
- tobe understood in contrast to the pre-Christian life of the apostle, when 
-- his thought and aim were entirely different; whereby a thought. entirely 
foreign. to the context would be introduced. The force of viv as an adverb 
‘of time, at present, is not to be too greatly pressed (Marloratus : Sub 
adverbio nune repetit, quod prius dixerat, se afflictione et necessitate 
graviter fuisse oppressum), but has here (on account of édv) a causal refer- 
ence; now, serving as an introduction to what follows: éév tyeic orhiere év 


“The opinion of Hofmann, that da this bpav must be translated : “because it is sont faith. ° 


wtarews'is to be eombined with dre vév. gOpev, “by which we now live,” is: so monstrous Wes 
“yer. 8, whilst with the emphasis Castaee te it avaniiee no refutation. 
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aupip.s Caer} [LI f.] not. to be referred, with Chrysostom, to the future, 
eternal life, nor weakened to “we are happy” (Pelt and others), or 
“satisfied” (Grotius, Moldenhauer), but the meaning is: For now we 
live, ¢.e. we are in full strength and freshness of life, we do not feel the 
sorrows and tribulations which the outer world prepares for us—édv tyeig. 
ornate év Kupiy| when, or so soon as ye stand fust in the Lord, hold fast to 
His fellowship.—izeic] applies specially to the Thessalonians what holds 
good of Christians generally —idv] makes the fact of the stedfastness of 
the readers appear as a well-grounded supposition? But the hypothetical 
form of the sentence includes, indirectly, the exhortation to hold fast to the 
Lord for the future. . . 

Ver. 9. Reason of Gaver, ver. 8; yép, consequently, is not “ mera particula 
transeundi” (Koppe, Pelt). In a truly monstrous construction, Hof 
mann, with a renunciation of all exegetical tact, pulls to pieces the simple 
and clear structure of the words, taking ria yap ebyapiotiay Suvducba TO 
GeG avrarodoivae wept duav (ver.9) as a parenthetie clause, the object of 
which is to give beforehand the reason of deduevoe (ver. 10), referring ért 
“mdoh Ty yap, y xalpopev O¢& tude to deduevae “asa statement of what he 
joined to his request; ” considering deduevor, which is “a participle of the 
imperfect,” as an apodosis, which, passing over the parenthesis, is annexed 
to mapecayOnuev (ver. 7), and to which dia tie tudv rioreog bre viv Couev (vv. 
7, 8) forms the protasis /—riva yep ebyapiotiav «.7.2.] for what thanks can we 
give in return to God on behalf of you for all the joy we feel for your sakes 
before our God? te, What.expression of thanks can be sufficiently great 
to be an equivalent for the fullness and super-abundance of our joy? 
Theophylact: Tooairy, dyciv, 7 SC tua yapa, bre obSi ebyapioTioa TH OeD 
kar’ agiay duvdusba trép tudv. God has brought about and arranged this 
joy by His higher guidance ; therefore to Zim belongs the thanks ; there- 
fore is this thanks a return for the proof of His grace (dvrarodotvat) —raica 
y xapa| cannot denote joy of every kind; accordingly, cannot indicate the 
multiplicity of objects which the joy for the Thessalonians has (which 
Schott thinks possible). It means, as the article added requires, the whole 
joy—joy in its sum total. See Winer, p. 105 [. T. 110]. .A joy in its. 
totality is certainly the greatest conceivable joy ; so that it may be said 
that aoa 4 yapd denotes laetitia maxima (Flatt, Pelt, Schott)—7 yatpoyer] 
by attraction instead of jv yalpouev; comp. Matt. ii. 10.—éumpoofey rob 
Geo Audv] belongs not to the following (Ewald, Hofmann), but to the pre- 
ceding; but not to yapé (Koppe, Pelt, Bloomfield), but to yaipousy, The 
addition serves to bring forward the purity of this joy, to which nothing 
earthly cleaves. Erroneously Oecumenius and Bloomfield : “ Paul would 
think on God as the Author of the joy.”—On judy, comp. on il. 2. 

Ver. 10. Aedueval [LI g.] is not used absolutely instead of dedue8a or 
gouty deduevot, Which Cornelius a Lapide and Baumgarten-Crusius assume, 
and Flatt thinks possible, but neither is it to be united with jaipowev 


tGomp. Kithner, II. p. 885; Hartung, Par- 2See Schmalfeld, Syntax des Griech. Ver-: 
tikell. IL p, 25. bums, p. 201, 
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(Bchott, de Wette, Koch, Riggenbach), but belongs to the main thought | 
riva. . . avranodotvar, and assigns the reason for it by the fervent longing 
for the readers, and anwiety for their Christian character: What. sufficient 
thanks are we able to give to God for our joy over you, as we (cleaving to you 
with such paternal love that we), without ceasing, pray to see You agin, and 
complete the defects of your faith ?2—vr«réc] See on i. 9. Erroneously i ro- 
mond.: itis placed first, quia nocte praecipue propter solitudinem et silen- 
tium sancti se orationi dare solent-—The accumulation of expressions 
| eptacod, is the natural outflow of the strength of his 
feeling ; comp, Phil. i. 93,—imepxmepiocot| dove measure, is found only in 
-y. 18, Eph. iii. 20, and Theodoton, ad Daniel. iii, 22. Erroncously—because 
grammatically impossible—Clericus insists on referring it by means of a 
trajection not to ‘Seduevor, but to iWeiv, defending his opinion on the ground 
-that brepexrép. denotes something not strictly necessary, whereas prayer is 
a duty, a necessity: orantes ut videamus vultum vestrum, quasi cumulum 
laetitine nostrae. Non satis erat Paulo scire ‘Thessalonicenses constanter 
eyangelio adhaerere, quamvis summam laetitiam ex eo nuntio perciperit, 
-yolebat irepexmepioood, ex abundanti, cos videre.—ele 73. .72.] the design. of 
dedyevor: praying to this end, in order by means of prayer (by the answer 
to it) to attain the ideiv and xaraprica.—karapriverr] isto place in the condi- 
tion of perfectness, of completeness. Thus xaraptiew Ta botephuara Tije TioTew@s 
"signifies : to vender conmplete the defects of faith, that is, in order to make per- 
feet. that which is wanting i faith (Theodoret: ré éAdgizovra waypacu). By 
“this torephuara tig wioteog Paul understands partly defects of faith as 
~ regards insight (particularly in respect of the impending advent; comp. 
iv. 18-ff); partly defects of faith as regards its practical verification in the 
~ Christian life (comp. iv. 1 ff), It follows, moreover, from saraprisas Ta 
dorephyara, With what inconsiderate arbitrariness Baur misuses even this 
‘passage in support of his assertion that the Thessalonian church had 
already existed for a long time. . 
Mer. 11. [On vv, 11-18, see Note LIL. pages 510, 511.] Atrée] is not a 
- general introductory subject to which the special designations are annexed 
as an apposition: “ but He, God our Father,” etc. (Luther, de Weitte, 
Hofmann, Riggenbach. According to de Wette, whom Koch and Bisping 
- follow, abrée serves for bringing forward the contrast with the petitioner). 
‘But the whole designation of the subject Adrde . . . "Iyao%¢ is most closely 
connected: Bué God Himself, our Father and our Lord Jesus. Tt has its 
contrast in reference to karevPivecy tiv édév. Paul thinks on a xarevdivecy rip 
-6év, both on his (man’s) side and on the side of God, The first. does not 
conduct certainly to the end, as in reference to it the power of éyxémrrew is 
given to the devil (comp. ii. 18). Only when the carev#ivew is undertaken 
by God Himself and Christ is its success assured, for then the hindrances 
of the devil are without power, Thus Paul contrasts simply and naturally 
God and Christ to himself—jar] may be referred both to @eée and to 
narjp (Hofmann, Riggenbach), so that God is called our (the Christians’) 
- God and our Father : but itis best to restrict it to tarp, so that God is first 
considered in His existence as God simply, and then afterwards in refer- 
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ence to us as our Father.—xai 6 xbpio¢ judy ‘Inootc] [LIT 0.) This addi- 
tion (comp. 2 Thess. ii. 16, 17), particularly with the following karevdivai, 
which is to be understood as the third person singular optative aorist, not 
as the infinitive (see Winer, ed. 5, p. 888), might appear strange. But, 
according to the Pauline view (comp. Usteri, Lehrbegr. ip. 801), Christ, 
exalted to the right hand of the Father, takes part in the government of 
the world, and orders everything for the promotion of Hiskingdom. ‘And, 
inasinuch as His will is not ditferent from the will of God, but identical 
with it, the verb in the singular is suitable-—arewivac] make straight, plain, 
so in order that it can be trod. Without a figure: may cause it to be 
realized.—zpog inzac] belongs not to riv dddv judy, but to careebbvas, 

Ver, 12. To the wish as regards himself, Paul adds a further wish as 
regards his readers.’—iudg dé] Bengel puts it well: sive nos veniemus, sive 
minus.—If 6 xbpeo¢g (see critical note) is genuine, it may grammatically 
refer either to God or to Christ (although the latter is the more usual); 
also éumpoobsy rod Oso, ver. 18, instead of abrod, is no objection to the ref- 
erence to God, as the repetition of the name in full shortly after its men- 
tion is not rare; comp. ii. 2; Eph. iv. 12,16; Winer, p. 186 [E. T. 144] — 
The optatives (not infinitives, as Bretschneider thinks, who without justi- 
fication supplies day tuiv) raeoraca: and repiscebou are in a transitive sense : 
but the Lord make you to become rich and aboundin love. On raeovdten, comp. 
LXX. Num. xxvi. 54; Ps. [xxi 215 on repiscetery, comp. Eph. i. 8; 2 Cor. 
ix. 8, ete. Erroneously Theodoret, whom Cornelius a Lapide follows, 
takes wieovica: by itself, of the external increase of the church: ebyeras 
roiven avrode KatT@ apilud wAcovdca Kal th dyarn weplcoeioat, Tovréore. Tedsiay 
abriy Kricacbat, Gore pdtv sAgivey abr}. So also Olshausen and Koch erro- 
neously distinguish wAeovdfew and repiocebecy as cause and effect : to inereuse, ' 
and arising from this inerease, abundance. Similarly Fromond. as extensio 
and éatensio charitatis,—et¢ dAAyAoue] towards fellow-Christians.—ele révrag] 
is not an explication of eg adAyAoue: erga vos invicem eb quidem omnes, 
which Koppe thinks possible, but means toward all men generally. 
FEstius: etiam infideles et vestrae salutis inimicos. Theodoret, without 
reason, limits it to fellow-Christians of all places; whilst he interprets ei¢ 
adapaove of fellow-Christians in Thessalonica.—xabdrep nat guste ele tuic] 
be. TH aydry TAcovafoner Kal weptoseboper, as we also are rich tn love and abound 
towards you. Only this completion of the ellipsis corresponds to the con- 
text, and the objection to it, that wAcovdfew and sepicoebery is used first ina 
transitive and then in an intransitive sense, is of no force, as the passage 
of the one into the other here is so insensible and easy, that no reader 
could take objection toit. Arbitrary are the completions of Calvin : affecti 
sumus; Nésselt: animati sumus; Baumgarten-Crusius: éyouey (?); Pelt 
and Schott: oAAjy dyawny éxouev; Wolf (and so essentially already Mus- 
culus): mepiocetow, abundare nos in vos faciat; in which latter case the 
accusative jud¢ (as certainly Laurent, Neulestam. Studien, Gotha 1866, p. 


1 Entirely erroneously, Piscator begins with this verse the second or exhortative portion of 
the Ipistle. 








“(he constrnes the passage differently in ed. 2, p. 649, and in his JL. Sehr. 
N.T., without altering his interpretation of of do), unites the clause with 
- duéumrove év dywotvy: “in order that ye may appear blameless on that day 
with. all who are consecrated to. God, who are the genuine members of 
‘His people, who truly honor God and Christ.” So also Musculus; and 
~also Benson and Olshausen (comp. also Bouman, Chartae theol. I. p. 81 
~ ff), although they do not construe with Musculus and Flatt, understand hy 
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“188, aoc ae ‘at without justification) must be put in place of the 


nominative #ueic. Also, supplying the simple copula sumus (Grotius) is to. 


‘be rejected; which would suppose 2 form of speech entirely un-Grecian. 


Correctly, according to the sense, Theophylact éyere yap pérpoy kat nape 
Secypa tie ayarng judg 
Ver. 13. The final aim is derived from the wish, ver. 12 , because love is 


‘the fulfilling of the law (Rom. xiii. 10), and the band of perfeetion 


(Col. iit. 14). ele TO ornpléat] [LIT c,d.| not so that (Pelt, Baumygarten- 


int 
Crusius) ; algo, not so much as «al erypigae (Koppe), by which the words 


would only annex a new wish to the preceding, It is designed to intro- 


duce a majus, @ greater, specifying the higher or final aim to which ‘wAgove- 
fev and meptooebecy are to conduct. But the subject in orypifa is not ry 
aydanvy (Occumenius), but rv xipsov (which, however, is not, with Theophy- 
lact and Schrader, to be converted into the idea 7d mveiya), or, with the 
contingent spuriousness of 6 xipsos in ver. 12: God and Christ, ver. 11.— 
ornptsae denotes confirming, strengthening generally, not confirming in the” 
faith (Flatt, Pelt), against which is the context.—rd¢ xapdiac] Clrysos- 
tom: obm elrev tude ornpita, dAAd rac xapdiacg tudv, "Ee yap rie Kapdiag &épyor-: 
ra Siadoyicpok rovnpol—iuéurrove] proleptic: so that you will be’ blametess. 


Comp. 1 Cor. i. 8; Phil. iii, 21 (according to the correct reading); Winer, 


p. O79 LE. TL. 624]; Kithner, IL. p. 121.—év dyiwoivy] belongs not to arnpisat, 


but to auéurrouc, specifying the sphere in which the plamelessness is to be 
‘shown. The expression denotes the condition of holiness, comp. Rom. i. 
4; 2 Cor. vil. 1; erroneously dkoppe: alias dyaoudc, and Olshausen : 
- dyootvy is the process of becoming holy, the result of which is dyacpég.— 
Eunpoober Tob Osod | before God, according to His judgment, His judicial sen- 
tence, belongs neither to dywobvy [Koppe, Pelt), nor to avéurroug (de Wette, 


Koch), but to the whole 4 au umrovs éy dywobvy—perd ravrav tov dyiav abtod 
Flatt, with whom Hofmann, in his Schriftbeweis, IJ. 2, ed. 1, p. 595, agrees 


Abed 


dy the earlier perfected believers.) But the difficulty which impelled 
Flatt to this interpretation (and in which Schrader finds even an obj jection 


" against the authenticity of the Epistle), namely, that dy. in the New Tes- 


tament never denotes the angels when it is by itself, that is, without. the 
addition of & dyyedot, vanishes, as—(1) The advent is considered. as glorified 
by the: appearance of angels; comp. 2 Thess, i.7; Matt. xvi. 27, xxv. 81; 
‘Mark viii. 88; Luke ix. 26. (2) In the Old Testament without any fisther 


; addition Dw, and i in the LXX, ob aviary is a i dedenadan of the angels : 


ae Banta garten-Crasin, Alford and Bllcott vefer the > words to. the glovinied believers and the 
angele, ‘ 
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comp. ég. Zech. xiv.5; Dan. iv. 10; and therefore this current designa- 
tion cannot surprise us in Paul. Also, what Hofmann in the aboye- 
mentioned place urges in favor of Flatt’s interpretation is without force. 
For to “the probability of the three prepositions éumpootev, év, and perd 
being used in a similar connection,” is opposed the greater naturalness 
and easiness of the connection of peraé ravrev rév dyiwv abirod with the 
directly preceding 2 év +h wapoveia rob kvpiov judv Inood. “And that also the 
connection” supports Flatt’s explanation, “since the brotherly love in 
which the Thessalonians are to grow finds its suitable reward in sharing at 
length the blessed fellowship of all the saints of God,” so that hereby is 
already introduced “ what the apostle has particularly to teach the Chris- 
tians of Thessalonica for their comfort, that those believers who fell asleep 
before the Advent of the Lord will not be wanting at it,” can only be 
maintained without arbitrariness, if not only the explanation in: iv. 1-12, 
but the section iv. 15 {f, be directly joined to iii. 18; and then this section 
would be introduced with Ob OAouev yap tuae dyrvociv, instead of with 0d 
VéiAoperv O& tude ayvosiv—Moreover, the concluding word airod is more cor- 
rectly referred to rod @cod, than, with Pelt, Riggenbach, and others, to rod 
Kypion av 'Iycod, 


Norrs py AMERICAN Eprror. 
LI. Vv. 1-10. 


(«) de, which Liinem. connects with iii. 2Qpis probably in thought, if not gram- 
matically, to he connected with the general idea of iii, 17-20.—(b) As to the in- 
consistency between Acts xvii. 14, xviii. 5 and what is stated in vv. 1, 2 of this 
chapter, it depends on two things: (1) the meaning of xaratemOjrar; (2) the 
question as to whether the statements of the Acts exclude the supposition of a 
journey of Timothy to Athens, and thence to Thessalonica, in the interval be- 
tween Acts xvil. 14 and xviii. 5. With reference to the latter point, it seems 
quite improbable that Timothy should have gone thus to Athens, without any al- 
lusion being made to it by Luke, and even with intimations in his narrative which 
would convey an opposite impression. If Paul had desired Timothy to go to 
Thessalonica, it would seem more natural that he should have sent him a request 
to do so, while he was yet in Bercea. ‘With reference to the former point, it must 
be admitted that the verb, more naturally and according to its strict sense, means 
to be left behind, as if by other persons who had been in the same place. But— 
considering that Paul had requested Silas and Timothy (Acts xvii. 15) to come to 
him with all. speed, when he went from. Bercea to Athens, and must accordingly 
have waited for them with earnest desire—it is questionable whether he 
might not use this verb to express the idea of being left still longer alone in 
Athens, ag he would be if Timothy were sent from Bercea to Thessaloniéa. The | 
possibilities of explanation in the case are such, at all events, that the difference 
between Paul and Luke cannot be justly said to be irreconcilable. As for the 
words éréubauer ver, 2 and érerpa ver. 5, they can be interpreted consistently with 
either a sending from Athens, or a request communicated from Athens to Timothy 
at Berea, though, if there were nothing to suggest the opposite, they would 
doubtless be naturally understood in the former way.—(c) The explanation of de 
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W,, Buttm, EL, and hae which ‘makes rd ) undéva cube me of ver. 3 depend on. 
mapaxarécat, does not seem to be “ absolutely impossible,” ag Liem. maintains— 
his position with regard to 1 Tim. vi. 2 is doubtful, to say the least ;—and if this 
construction is allowable, itis, on the whole, the simplest and most natural. No 
"serious objection, however, can. be made to the construction which Liinem. him-- 
self proposes, making the words appositional to the whole preceding sentence— 
(d) Grimm (Lex. N.T.) and Meyer on Gal. ii..2 agree with Liinem. and de W. 
in giving to pyru¢ (ver. 5) the interrogative force. The ordinary use of this par- 
_ ticle in Paul’s writings is against this view, and there are strong arguments against 
itin Gal. ii. 2. Here, it’ may have this sense, but not’ improbably it should be 
rendered, with R. V, and many comm.,, lest by any means, lest haply.—(e) ‘The con- 
nection. of dpte (ver. 6) with mapexA7oquer, which Ltinem. favors, is opposed. by — 
two considerations: (1) the remoteness of the verb from the adverb, and (2) the 
fact that the verb is introduced by dé rovro, The emphasis on prs, if connected 
- with 849dvroe, can be accounted for, by the desire to point to the arrival of 'Timo- 
thy (and thus of the tidings concerning the church) as very recent, and by the 
contrast of Timothy’s present arrival with his past mission. The insertion of did 
rotro is not unnatural, if dp7z is connected with the participle. Whether con-— 
nected thus or not, dca rodro refers to the same thing—the news which ‘Timothy 
had brought. And, as for the use of the perfect, wapaxexAjpeda, instead of the 
aorist, which Liinem. claims would be expected of apr: was intended to quatify 
éASdvroc, all that can be properly affirmed is that the perfect might have been 
used, but, when we consider the uses. of the aorist by the N.'T. writers, and the 
comparative infrequency of the perfect, the absence of the latter tense here cannot 
be pressed as an argument of weight RR. V. renders: “But when Timothy came 
. even now unto us.” Whether dp7: is connected with the participle or the verb, 
_ the indication of the passage is that the letter was written (as Ltinem. also holds), 
immediately after the arrival of Timothy, and, as there is no indication that 
Timothy went to Athens after visiting Thessalonica, and as he is stated in the Acts 
» (xviii. 5) to have rejoined Paul in Corinth, this verse answers to that passage and 
thus harmonizes with Luke’s account.. There can be no reasonable doubt, there- 
fore, that the Epistle was written at Corinth —(/) (dev (ver. 8) is a strong 
rhetorical expression, showing how dependent he was for his peace and happiness 
on the condition of his converts—as if his very life rested upon their standing 
firm. Whether there isa suggestion in the verb of a Gdvaror as figur: atively i in- 
volved in SAMe and avayxy, as Liinem., Alf, Ell, and others suppose, is more 
doubtful. The answer to this question will depend on whether érc is to be con- 
nected: solely with wapexagdnuev ey’ duiv did tie wierewc, and éxt méoy «7A. is a 


mere clause setting forth the circumstances, or whether, on the other hand, these 






last-mentioned words are made an essential and prominent part of that to which 
bri vefers—(g) The explanation of deduevoe (ver. 10) which Liinem. gives is to be 
adopted—the relation. of thanksgiving to prayer corresponding, thus, with that 
; in i, 2 A eo elsewhere, 


eee Vv. 11-13. 


(a) The seoitin closes with’ a: prayer, which, following the course of all that 
‘precedes, refers, first, to Paul himself i in. relation to his work for the readers, and, 
Feeney to their personal growth i in nthe Chistian life and virtues, ‘The request 
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with regard to himself is in the direct line of that expression of feeling which has 
occupied the earlier verses. He desires that his way to them may be made 
straight.—(b) The union of 6 xipio¢ dy. ’Tyo. with 6 fede, as the subject of a common 
verb in the singular number, is pressed by Ell. as “asserting simply and plainly, 
that the Eternal Son is here distinguished from the Father in respect of His per- 
sonality, but mystically united with Him in respect of His Godhead.” It must be 
admitted that this is one of the more striking among the passages in which the 
two are thus placed. together, and that this peculiar union in so many cases is a 
fact. worthy of serious consideration in the discussion of the doctrine of the Divinity 
of Christ—(c) ornpigac (ver. 18)—comp. ver. 2. The apostle had sent Timothy 
for this purpose, and now prays that he may be enabled to go himself for the same 
end. The establishing them thus has reference to their appearing blameless in 
holiness before God at the coming of the Lord Jesus.—(d) Though only a message 
of friendly affection, and that of a somewhat repetitious character, these chapters, 
as the careful reader will observe, are not without a rhetorical plan. The parts 
answer to one another accurately; they move forward from his life among them, 
and its effects, to his anxiety for them in his absence, the means which he adopted 
to learn of their condition, and the joy which he felt as he heard of the growth 
and strength of their faith. He places, in every part, his relation to them in 
parallelism with their love to him and their relation to the gospel. And he 
closes each chapter with the thought which is uppermost in his own mind and in 
theirs—the Lord’s coming, which they were waiting for. They had turned from 
their old worshiping of idols to serve the living God and to wait for this coming. 
He hoped to find in the time of this coming the crown of his glorying. And that 
they might then appear before the God whom they served—his Father and 
theirs—in the perfection of holiness, is his earnest prayer. 
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OHAPTER IV. 


Ver. 1. Aoir6r)} Elz, Maith. read Td Aorréy, Correctly rejected, according to 


_ overwhelming testimony (A B*D EF GK L x, min. Chrys. cod. Damase.), by 
- Griesh, Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. Alford and Ellicott. Té arose from the last syl- 


lable of the preceding abtoi.—otv, in the Receptus after Aouréy is erased by 
Tisch. 1. But the omission is only attested by B* some min. Copt. Chrys. and 


- Theoph., and might easily have been occasioned by the preceding ov.—After 
“Inood Elz. has xalag napedapere wap’ judy 7d még det tude wepurarely nal apéoxecv 


Oe iva sreproceinre widAov. Defended-by Reiche, But tvais to be inserted before 


xabag mapeAdBere, with Lachm. Tisch. 1,7 and 8, Alford and Ellicott (after Bo - 


D* E¥ F G, 17, 87, al, Arm. Vulg. It. Ambrosiast. Pel.), and the parenthesis calo¢ 
kat meperareire is to be inserted before iva mepioceiyre (alter A BD ET G8, min. 


Copt. Aeth. Arm, Syr. p. Slay. ed. Vulg. ms. It. Harl. Ambrosiast.). Internal. 


criticism also requires this. For wa meptocetyre presupposes the earlier mention 
of a prior commencement (comp. ver. 10), and such a commencement would not 


be implied in the preceding text without xafig Kal wepurareire. Evidently the 
apostle would originally have written iva, nabic wapeddBere rap! dv 7d wie K.7.A., 

_ -obre¢ kal weperarjre; but, while writing, altered this his intended expression, that 
- he might not say too little, wishing to notice the good beginning already made by 
the Thessalonians. The repetition of iva after so. long an interyening clause was 

- too natural, so that it might excite suspicion —Ver. 6. mpoeirouev, So Griesbach 
and Schott, after A KL, most min. (as it appears) Clem. Chrys. Theodoret, ad.; 
“whilst Elz. Matth. Lachm. Tisch., Alford, Ellicott, after B (¢ sil.) DEF GX, al. 
read 4 mpocinauer,—Ver, 8, Elz. has trav Kat dévra, kai ig wanting in A B D*** ¥, 


min. edd. Syr. Arr. al, Ath. Chrys, al. Erased by Lachm. and Tisch. 1.. How- 


ever, it might easily have been omitted, the eye of the translator passing from rév 


to dévra.—Ifstead of dévra, BD EF G 8* 67% ef al., mult. edd. Ath. Didym. have 


: - dWévra. Preferred by Lachm. and Tisch. 1 and 8. But duédvra appears to be a 
_ gorrection from a dogmatic point of view, in order, instead of the objectionable 


preterite, to obtain the statement that the Holy Spirit is permanently communicated 


‘to believers.—péc] Elz. has quac¢, Against B DE FG KL x, min. plur. edd, 


Syr. Arr. Arm. Syr. p.in m. It..al. Didym. Ambrosiast. An alteration in con- 


- formity with a reference to the apostle himself implied in the preceding év0pwron, 


—Ver. 9. Instead of the meaningless Ree, gyere (comp. commentary on ver. 9), 
éyouev is to be received, after B [elyouev] D* F G N¥*** min. Vulg. It. Chrys 


- Theoph. Ambrosiast. Recommended by Griesbach, Received by Lachm. and 
Tisch. 1. “Eyéte is taken. from v. I—Ver. 11... taig yepoiv] Elz. has raic diate’ 
- xepotv. "Idiau, defended by Reiche, suspected by Griesb., and erased by Lachm. 


Tisch. Alford, ‘and Elicott, after B D* E? F G &® ¥*8** 31, 46, al, Aeth. Arm. 


Vale. Tt. Bas..Chr ys. Theoph. Ambrosiast. Pel. Gloss for the sake of strengthen- . 
ne “ing, arising from ta lda,—Ver. 13, Peoper] Elz. has Sa, Against preponder- 
me ee testimonies ls B D: E F & L & min. ph 88. ee It. and Vulg,] - and 
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CHAP. IV. oo 518 
Fathers). Instead of the Receptus ekonpnyeveor, AB ¥, 39, al, Or. Damase. Chrys. 
ms. (alic.) have Kouueuévor. So Lachm. Tisch. 1, 2,8, Alford and Ellicott.— 
Ver, 16. Elz, has tparoy, D* F G, Vulg. It. Cyr. Theoph. ed. Tert. Ambrosiast. 
al, read tpGrot.—Ver. 17. Elz. has axavryow. D*¥ BX? FG read t brdvryow—Els, 
has rod «epiov, D* E*? FG, Vulg. It. Tert. al. read rq Xpuord, 

ContEents.—The apostle entreats and exhorts his readers to progress 
with the greatest earnestness in the Christian life, which they had begun, 
according to the instructions and commandments which they had 
received. God. desires holiness; they should therefore abstain from for- 
nication, covetousness, and overreaching their neighbors (vv. 1-8). He 
has no necessity to exhort them to active brotherly love; they practise 
this already far and wide; but he exhorts them to increase thas ein, and to 
seek honor in distinguishing themselves by a quiet and busy life (vv. 
9-12). With regard to their anxiety for the fate of their fellow-Christians 
who had fallen asleep before the commencement of the advent, it may 
serve for their information and comfort that those who are then alive 
would receive no preference over those who are already asleep; Christ 
will descend from heaven; then will the dead rise first, and afterward the 
living also will be uplifted with them to eternal fellowship with the Lord 
(vv. 15—18), 

Ver. 1. [On vy. 1-12, see Note LITT. pages 588, 589.] To Aomrdy (see critical 
remark) would now directly oppose what follows with what precedes : 
“for the rest,” “what is yet besides to be said;” whereas Aomdr is a less 
prominent particle of transition—‘ besides.” Both forms, however, intro- 
duce something different from what precedes, and serve properly to intro- 
duce the concluding remarks of an Epistle; comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 11; Phil. 
iv. 8; Eph. vi. 10; 2 Thess, iii. 1. Here Aoudv introduces the seeond por- 
tion of the Epistle, and that in an entirely natural and usual manner, as 
this second portion is the conchuling portion of the Epistle—(2od) Acsrév is 
incorrectly explained by Chrysostom, Theophylact: det uév rat ele rd deqvente ; 
Theodoret, to whom Oecumenius, though wavering, adheres: dzoypdyrac ; 
Luther: “furthermore;” Baumgarten-Crusius: “generally, what is the 
main thing,”—oiv] therefore, represents what follows as an inference from 
the preceding, and especially from iii, 18. As it is the final destination 
of Christians to be dpeurroe tv dywwsbry, in order to reach this end prayer 
directed to God does not suffice, but also man’s own striving is requisite ; 
so the apostle beseeches and exhorts his readers to increase in striving 
after a holy walk. Comp. Theodoret : Totrw xeypyyévor tO cxomg mpoopépopev 
tniv tiv wapaivec. Calixtus refers oiv to the idea of the judgment taken 
from iii. 18: Ergo, ... . quum sciatis non stare res nostras fine tempo-- 
rali aut terreno, sed exspectari adventum domini a coelis ad judicium, 
precamur vos et obtestamur, etc. Incorrectly Musculus: Quum igitur 
gratiam hane acceperitis a domino, ut in fide illius firmi persistatis, quem- 
sdmodum ex relatione Timothei cum ingenti gaudio accepi: quod jam 

reliqutm est, rogo et hortor, ete—pwriv] in the classics is used only in 
the sense of to Inquire (ve the Lexicons); Bere as in v, 12, 2 Thess. ii. 1, 
33 
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: Phil. iv. 8, John iv, 40, xiv. 16, ‘Acts xxiii, 90, at, th thie sense of to request, 
._. to beseech, analogous to the Hebrew Oey Y (so also the English fo ask), which 
~ unites: both meanings. Eparepev denotes the entreating address of a 


friend to a jriend; wapaxadoipev tv xupig, the exhortation én virtue of the 


apostolic office, thus the exhortation of a superior to subordinates.—iv 


xupig] in the Lord, belongs only to Tapaxahobyev (against Hofmann), and 
means, as in Rom. ix. 1, 2Cor. ii. 17, xii. 19, Eph. iv. 17, as found in 


‘Christ, by means of life-fellowship with Him, Panl being only the organ 


of Christ; not for the sake of the Lord (Flatt), which. would require 6d: 
rov kipeov; also not per dominum Jesum, as 2 form of oath (Estius, Grotius, 


and others); against which is the Greek usage; comp. Fritzsche on Rom. 


ix. 1; Kithner, II. p. 8071—tvc] the contents of the request and exhorta- 
tion in the form of its purpose—rapeAdBere] see on ii. 18. Oacumenius, 


after Chrysostom (and so also Theophylact, also Pelt): 7d mapeddBere obyt 


poudrov pévov gorly, dAAG Kat mpaypdruy & ov yap abréc £Biov, rbro¢ Toig ‘palnraig 
éyero. But this extension. of the idea is arbitrarily inserted. against the 
natural meaning of the word, and against ver. 2—ré] is not superfluous 
(Grotius), but specifies in a substantive sense the following words, in order 
to collect them into one idea, as in Rom. iv. 18, viii. 26, xiii. 9; Gal. v.14; 


Phil. iv. 10; Luke i. 62. Comp. Winer, p. 103. [E. T. 108]; Bremi, ad 
~ Demosth. de Cherson. p 236.-—kai apéoxew Qep] and (thereby) to please God, is 


co-ordinate to xeperareiv, although logically considered itis the consequence 
of wepixareiv; reperareiv can only be the means of dpéoxesy—repiooetyre] 8c. 
éy T@ obrwg wepexarety, Falsely Theophylact, adhering to Chrysostom: iva 


mhéov th rig évrodge Gidorypote wouely nai trepBalvyre ta émirdypara.—paAAov] a 


further intensification, as isa favorite custom with Panl; comp. iv. 10; 


“Phil. 1,23; 2 Cor, vii. 18, ete. 


Ver. 2. A strengthening of wapeAdBere wap’ quiv, ver. 1, by appealing to 
the knowledge of the re eaders : for itts well known to you, ye will thus be 
the more willing to mepiccster. This appeal to their own knowledge is 
accordingly by no means useless, and. still less un-Pauline (Schrader, 
Baur), as it is elsewhere not rare with Paul; comp. Gal. iv. 13; 1 Cor. xv, 
1 ff, ete. y—mapayyeniat not evangelii praedicatio, in quia singula praecepta 
semine quasi inclusa latitant (Pelt), against which is the context.and the 


plural form; but commands (comp. Acts v. 28, xvi. 24; 1 Tim. i. 5, 18), and 


that to a Christian life. The stress is on rivac, to which roiro, ver. 8, cor- 


-responds.—did Tob kvpiov "Incot| through the Lord Jesus, by means of Him, 


i.¢. Pani did not command sr éavrob, but Christ Himself was represented 
by him as the Giver of the zapayyediaz. Comp. Bernhardy, Syntax, ‘p. 
235 f. Schott blends the ideas in a strange manner: Auxilio sive benefi- 
elo Christi, siquidem, Paulus, ab ipso domino ad provinciam ‘apostoli 
obeundam vocatus, de’ droxadinbews Xpeorot inter illos docuerat.. So alsa de. 


, - Wette : by. means of the revelation given in the Lord, so that the general 
~ divine truth is communicated through Him. Falsely Pelt, did is sequal var 
- lent, to ay; and Grotius, accepts is is fo be supplied. 


“sRalsely, moreover, “‘Theophylact: ‘Spa 3a * “Abismurroy éavrov elvis dyow, dada roy Xp. 


roy sepekaehage x KotAe 
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Ver. 3. Further specification of rivag rapayyediac, according to its con- 
tents. rodro yép tary SéAqua rod Ocov| for this (the following) is the will of 
God. —robr0] not the predicate (de Wette, 2d ed.), but the subject (comp. 
Rom. ix. 8; Gal. iii. 7; Winer, 5th ed. p. 180) is emphatically placed first, 
accordingly not superfluous (Pelt).—9éajya rob Oca] without the article, as 
the will of God is not exhausted with what is afterwards adduced. The 
words are without emphasis ; they resume only the idea already expressed 
in ver, 2, although in another form. For a command given dé rod xepiov 
‘Iycov is nothing else than Jéijua rod Osad.—d dytacuds tuov] namely, your 
sanctification, in. apposition to rodro and the subject-matter, whereas roiro 

ras only a preliminary and nominal subject. dyacuéde has an active 
meaning, your sanctification, (izav, the genitive of the object), ze. that you 
sanatify yourselves, not passive (Est., Koppe, Usteri, p. 286; Olsh., B.-Crus), 
also Huther on 1 Pet.i.1,2.3d ed.,sothat it would he identical with dywobvy, 


11.13. Calov., Wolf, Flatt, de W., Koch, Alford, and others take dy:acude as 


“quite general” idea, under which not only aréyeadar x.7.2., but also 
yer, 6, ave specified as particulars. This view, in itself entirely suitable, 
becomes impossible by the article 7é before irepBaiver, ver. 6. This does 
not permit us to consider ver. 6 as a parallel statement to aréxeaSau, ver. 8, 
and eidévac, ver. 4, but places the statement 70 4) brepBaiver «7.4. evidently 
on the same level with 6 dyaopig tudv. Accordingly reir receives a double 
specification of the subject-matter in the form of apposition—({1) in 64 
oe tuaw, and (2) in rd yap drepPaivew, ver. 6. Thus the meaning is: 
For the following is the will of God, first, that ye sanctify yourselves, and 
then that ye overreach not, ete. But from this relation of the sentences it 
follows that dy:aazde must denote holiness in a special sense, ie. must be 
considered in special reference to sins of lust, thus must be used of striv- 
ing after chastity (Turretin, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, Bloomfield, and 
others).—-6 dy:aopic dudv is further epexegetically explained—(1) negatively 
by dé vertu bade ari rhe mopvetac, and (2) positively by eidévae x.7.2., ver. 4 
In an entirely erroneous manner by Hofmann, according to whom the 
stress is to be laid on @éAyua rot Oeod, rodro is to indicate aréyeoPar x.7.2., 
and 6 dycaszds is a parenthetic apposition. Moreover, “a contradiction ” 
to the praise of the church, expressed elsewhere in the Epistle, is 
not contained in the exhortation, ver. 3 ff. (@chrader), as the reception 
of Christianity never delivers, as with the stroke of a magician, from 
the wickedness and lusts of the heathen world which have become 
habitual; rather a long and constant fight i is necessary for vanquishing 
them. : 

Ver. 4, [LIIE ¢.] That every one of you may know (understand, be 
capable; comp. Col. iv. 6; Phil. iv. 12) to acquire his own vessel in sanctifi- 
cation and honor. By cxetoc, Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damascenus, 
Oecumenius, Theophylact, Tertullian, Pelagius, Haimo, Calvin, Zeger, Mus- 
culus, Hemming, Bullinger, Zanchius, Hunnius, Drusius, Piscator, Gom- 
arus, Aretius, Vorstius, Cornelius a Lapide, Beza, Grotius, Calixt, Calovius, 
Hammond, Turretin, Benson, Bengel, Macknight, Zachar., Flatt, Olsh., 


_ B-Crus., Bloomfield, Linder, St. u. Kr., 1867, Meyer (Rom. 5th ed. p. 84), and 
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others, understand the body (rd o6ya).! But—(1) eréate cannot in any 
way be reconciled with this interpretation. For that can only denote ¢o 
gain, to acquire, but not to own, to possess (for which one in vain appe: us to 
Luke xxi. 19; Sir. vi. 7, xxii. 28, li. 20). If one would, with Olshausen 
(comp. algo Chrysostom), retain the idea of acquiring, and then find the 
sense : “to guide and master his body as the true instrument of the soul,” 
yet, as de Wette remarks, the contrast jay é» mdbee ixduuiag, vor. 5, whith 
likewise belongs to «rao0a, would-be irreconcilable with it. (2) The body 
may be compared with a oxedoc, or, when the context points to it, may be 
figuratively so called, but-axetog by itself can hardly be put in the sense of 
iu. All the passages which are usually brought forward do not prove 
the contrary; ¢g. Barnabas, Hp. vil. and xi.: 7d oxeboc tot mvebuarog 
_. (eirod), where oxeiog has its usual meaning, and only the full expression 
ae ‘serves as a circumlocution for the body of Christ? How different also 
os from our passage is 2 Cor. iv. 7, by the addition dorpaxivorc, according to 
. which the caua is only compared with a oxetoc dotpdxivov! (8) The position 
/ of the words 1 éavrod oxetog is against it. For éavrod can only be placed 
j ae ~~ first, because the emphasis rests on it; but a reference to the body of an 
individual cannot be emphatie; it would require to be written 1d oxebog 
 gavrop. Olshausen certainly finds in éavrod a support for the opposite view ; 
but how arbitrary is his assertion, that by the genitive “the subjectivity, 
“the yay), is distinguished from the cxedoc,” as only the belonging, the private. 
(oo possession, can be designated by éavroi! (4) The context also does not lead 
es us to understand oxeioe of the body. Paul, namely, has brought forward the 
— dyaouéde of his readers as the will of God, and has further explained 
this dysacyde, first, negatively as an abstinence from fornication. If, now, 
‘this negative specification is still further explained by a positive one, this 
further positive addition can only contain the reverse, that is, the require- 
ment to satisfy the sexual impulse in chastity and honor. The words import 
this, if oxedog ig ‘understood in its original meaning, “retain a vessel,” and 
the expression as.a figurative designation of wife How suitable does the 
emphatic éavros become through this interpretation, the apostle, in con- 
trast to the opveia, the Venus vulgivaga, urging that every one should 
acquire his own vessel or means to appease the sexual impulse—that is, 
should. enter into marriage, ordained hy God for the regulation of fleshly 
Poth key comp. 1 Cor, ‘vii. 2, where the same principle is expressed. To 











“atm a special mannér. Ernest Schmid ex- 


* aiatus it; Sunm vas i.e, sunm corpus et in 
J specie. sua. membra, quibus ad: dxabapoiay 
“Romo abuti potest, So also. Majus, Observat. 
“-gaer IIL, p. 75. Schomer, Woken, and Triller 
“{eomp. ‘Wolf in -loe.).: Bolten, entirely con- 


trary to the context: re éavTod crevos is “his 


means, his. vessels, or singularis pro, plurali,, 


his goods, his utensils.” 


; 4Philo, quod deter. pot. ins. P 180: Ta THs. |, 
avy hs. dyyeiov 7d Opa, and de- mige. Abrah.. 
“pe 418: tots dyyelous rhs exhs odpart Koi 
alabiires Cheero; disput. Tuse. i, 22: etme. 





quidem quasi vas est ant aliquod antni recap- 
taculum. Lneretius, iii 441: corpus, quod 
vas quasi constitit ¢jus (se, animae). 

8So, in essentials, Theodore Mopsuestins 
(ed. Fritzsche, p. 145: Zxedos rhy iiay éedorov 


“yauethv dvoudge); tives in Theodoret (ray 
opéguya); Augustin, contra Julian. iy. 10, ¥. 93 


de nupt. et concup. i,8; Thomas Aquinas, 
Zwingli, Estius, Balduin, Heinsius, .Seh. 
Schmid, Wetstein, Schoettgen,. Michaslis, 


_ Koppe,. Schott, de Wette, Koch, Bisping, 
“Ewald, Alford, Ellicott, Hofmann, Riggen- 
_ Pech, and others, 
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regard the expression oxetoc as a figurative designation -of wife is the less 
objectionable, as this figurative designation is besides supported by Jewish 
usage! Exaoroy dyer] every one af you, sc. who does not possess the gift of 
continence; comp. 1 Cor. vii. 1, 2—év dyacpa cat tipq] in chastity and 
honor, belongs not to éxacrov, so that gvra would require to be supplied 
(oppe, Schott), but to xréofw, and is an epexegesis to éavroi, so that after 
cractac a Conia is to be put. In 76 éavrod oxetor xtéoGa there is contained 
kraova. év ayuou@ «7A. already ényplicitly included. Accordingly, by this 
addition there is by no means expressed in what way one should marry, 
which, as a too special prescription, would certainly be unsuitable; but 
ver. 4 contains only the general prescription, instead of giving oneself up 
to fornication, to marry, and this is opposed as honorable and sanctified, to 
what is dishonorable and unsanctified. 

Ver. 5 brings forward the prescription éy dycacué nat ty Once More on 
account of its importance, but now in a negative form—vy) iv rébee éxibv- 
piac| not in the passion of desire. Accordingly, Paul does not here. forbid 
éxihia, for this in itself, as a natural impulse, rests on the holy ordinance 
of God, but a dog éxituiac, that is, a condition where sense has been 
converted into the ruling principle or into passion2~—«ai] after xafdrep is 
not added for the sake of elegance (Pelt), but is the usual «ai after particles 
of comparison; see il. 14, iti. 6, 12, iv. 6,18; Rom. iv. 6, ete.; Hartung,. 
Partikell, I. p, 126.—ra_ py eidéra tov Gedy] of whom nothing better is to be 
expected. Comp. on the expression, Gal. iv. 8; 2 Thess. i. 8. 

Ver. 6. The second chief point which the apostle subordinates to the 
GéAyua Tod Ovod (ver. 3), adding to the prohibition of unchastity the further 
prohibition of covetousness and overreaching our neighbor (Nicolas Lyrensis, 
Faber Stapulus, Zwingli, Calvin, Bullinger, Zanchius, Hunnius, Lue. 
Osiander, Balduin, Aretius, Vorstius, Gomarus, Grotius, Calovius, Clericus, 
Wolf, Koppe, Flatt, de Wette, Koch, Bouman, supra, p. 82, Bisping, 
Ewald, Hofmann, Riggenbach, and others). It is true Chrysostom, Theo- 
doret, John Damascenus, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Jerome on Eph. v. 
5, Erasmus, Clarius, Zeger, Estius, Cornelius a Lapide, Heinsius, Whitby, 
Benson, Wetstein, Kypke, Bengel, Baumgarten, Zachar., Michaelis, Pelt, 
Schott, Olshausen, Bloomfield, Alford, EMicott, and others, refer it still to 
the prohibition of unchastity given in vv. 4, 5, whilst they find in ver. 6 a 
particular form of it designated, namely, adultery, and consider the sen- 
tence ag dependent on eisévar (Pelt), or as in apposition to vv. 4,5. But 
this is without justification. For—(1) the expressions imepBaivew and 
rheovexreiv most naturally denote a covetous, deceitful conduct in common 


IThus it ts said in Megilla Esther, i.11: In 
eonvivio illius impifaliquidixerunt: mulieres 
Medicae sunt pulchriores, alii vero: Persicae 
aunt prichriores. Dixit ad eos Ahasverus: 
was menu, -quo eyo utor (A wonwrn Sy 
sty), neque Medicum neque Persicum. est, 
sed Chaldaicum. Comp. Sohar Levit. fol. 38, 


col, 142; Quicunque enim semen suum im- 


mittit in vas non bonum, ille semen suum 
deturpat. See Schoettgen, Hor. hebr. p. 827. 


. Lastly, add to this that the expression erac- 


O01 yuvaixa, in the sense of ducere uxorem, 
is usual; comp. Xenoph. Conviv. ii, 10: radryy 
(ZavOinwny) kéxtynwat; LXX. Rath iv. 10; Sir, 
XXXVI. 24 

*Theodore Mopsuestius (ed. Fritzsche, p. 
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social intercourse. 2) if the disdontte had been oie of ropveia, the 2 words 
rept xévruv TovTor would scarcely have been put. Different kinds of ropveia 


must at least have been previously enumerated. But not even this could 


be the case, as then to the dissuasion from 7 ropveta in general, the dissuasion 


from a special kind of mopvela would be united, (8) Lastly, the article 


imperatively requires us. to consider 75...... abrod as parallel to 6 aysaopig 
dyoy, ver. 8, and, accordingly, as a second: object different from the. first. 
If Pelt objects against our view that a mention of covetousness (ver. 6) 
would occur “ plane jnexspectato,” he does not consider that lust and 
covetousness were the two cardinal vices of the heathen world, and that 
Paul was accustomed elsewhere to mention them together; comp. Eph. 


“iv. 19, v. 3, 5 ; Col. iti, 6... Also, the further objection rio | is insisted on, 


that on acoount of ver. 7 an exhortation to chastity must be contained in 
ver. 6, is not convincing, as there. is nothing to prevent us taking axabapola 
and dyacpds, ver. 7 (see on passage), in the wider sense.—ré] not equiva- 
lent to dore ‘Baiingarten: Crisis), but a second exponent of the object- 
matter of @éAnua tod Oecd (ver. 3).—trepBaiver] here only in the N. T., 
stands absolutely: justos fines migrare, to grasp too far (Luther). What 
Paul particularly understood by the entirely general pi trepBaivew he 
himself indicates by kat wAeovexreiv'. . . abrod, which latter words, as 7 is 
not. repeated before rZeovexrety, can contain no independent requirement, 
but. must be-an explanatory specification of drepBaivew. cai is accordingly 
to be understood in the sense of “and indeed.” Others, as Beza, Koppe, 
Pelt, Baumgarten-Crusius, Alford, Ellicott, Hofmann, Riggenbach, have 


united both verbs with rav dde4eév. But the union of brepBaivew with a per- 


sonal object is objectionable, and also in the two passages adduced for it 
by Kypke (Plut., de amore prolis, p. 496, and Dem., adv. Aristocrat. p. 499) 
the meaning. opprimere is at least not demonstrable. Moreover, not 
éxaorov, from ver, 4 (B.-Crus., Alford), but rid, is to be. considered as the 
subject to 76 wy bréepBaivew x,7,.—r7Acovexreiv] expresses the overreaching, 


the fraudulent pursuit of our own gain springing from covetousness (conyp. 


2 Cor. vii. 2, xii..17, 18), not. the covetous encroaching upon the. posses- 
sion of a brother, as a figurative expression for adultery.—év 76 mpéyparc] 
is not verecunde pro concubitu (Estius and those mentioned above), but 


means in the business (now, or. at any time in hand). See Winer p.109f. [E, 
J. 115]. Too narrow a sense, Piscator: in emendo et vendendo. . Rittershus,’ 


Polye. Leyser (in Wolf), and Koppe consider the article as enclitie (tv rq 
instead of gy rox); unnecessary, and without any analogy in the New 


“Testament. Comp. Winer, p. 52 [E. 'T. 53]. But also erroneously, Mack- 


night, Schott, Olshausen, and others, év r@ mpdéypyar. is equivalent to év 


° robTy 70 mpaypart.—tov adeAgor wale is not equivalent to rév wAgciov (Schott, 


: 165)! aoa Toto wovobvros obKere rabry ds ‘gio aiplshil, qualis: tyrannorum et potentium 
‘yuvacet cuvdvros Gadd, dca: wig povyy iis est, qui inferiores injustis exactionibus aut 
Grep TdO0s eriOunias éxdderev, oallis illicitis modis premunt,” (Hemming) i is 

Comp, Burip. Ale, 1077s en viv ‘GmépBa, . inserted, “and every supplemont, as that of 

: AN évatoinws pépe; Il, ix. 501; Gre Kev vis. Piscator, excedere “modum in. -augendis 

: irepSin kai dpdpty. The idea ors an % “Opprate ~ / rerum pretiis,” is to be rejectad,-- 
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Koch, and others), but denotes follow-Clivistions : comp. ver. 10. This 
limitation of the prohibition to Christians is not. surprising (Schrader), as 
there is no emphasis on rv ddeAgdv abrod (for otherwise it must have been 
written 7d tov ddeAgdv abrod py x.7.2.), and accordingly the misinterpreta- 
tion that the conduct of Christians to those who are not Christians is to 


be different, could not possibly arise. Paul simply names the circle 


which stood neurest to the Christians, but without intending to exclude 
thereby the wider circles.—éxdicoc] an. avenger ; comp. Rom. xiii. 4. The 
same reason for prohibition in Eph. vy. 5,6; Col. iii. 6; Gal. v. 21. Com- 
pare the saying: gee Oed¢ tdecov dupa (Homer, Batrachom.), which has 
become a proverb. —Kabiag Kal] refers back to dcérv. —rposizoper] foretold ; the 
po refers to the time preceding the future judgment, and the preterite to 
the time of the apostle’s presence among the Thessalonians.—d:euapropé- 
pea} an intensifying of wpociroper. 

Ver. 7.. Reason of &dexog 6 xbpiog rept ravtev robrov.—éxarecer] the fuller 
form in ii. 12.—énl dxafapcia] on condition of, or for the purpose of unclean- 
ness ; comp. Gal. v.18; Eph. ii. 10; Winer, p. 868 [I. T. 894].!—dxalapoic} 
is uncleanness, moral impurity generally (comp. ii. 8), and thus inckudes 
covetousness as well as lust.—aa7’ éy dy:acue] gives, by means of an abbre- 
viation (comp. Kihner, IL. p, 316), instead of the purpose, the result of the 
calling : bué in holiness, i.e. so that complete holiness of life has become a 
characteristic property of us Christians. Comp. 1 Cor. vii. 15; Gal. i. 6; 

Eph. iv. 4. But dyacudéc, as it forms the counterpart to dxalapsic, must 
denote moral holiness in its entire compass, and is accordingly here taken 
in a wider sense than in ver. 8. 

Ver. §. An inference from ver. 7 (not likewise from ver. 3, Flatt), and 
thereby the conclusion of the matter treated of from ver. 3 and onwards, 
—rinyapow'| (Heb. xii. 1) therefore, not: aiqui (Xoppe, Pelt), See Hartung, 
Partikell. UL. p. 854.—6 aterdv] the rejecter (Gal. ii, 21, iii. 15; 1 Cor. i. ey 
stands absolutely (used as a substantive). Comp. Winer, p. 881 [E. 
353]. Whad is rejected by him is evident from the context, namely, a 
above exhortations to chastity and disinterestedness. So already Beza, 
But the rejection of these exhortations is actual and practical, manifest- 
ing itself by the transgression of them. To 6 derév Koppe erroneously 
supplies: istam rod dycacuod legem, ver. 7; Pelt and Bloomfield: ry 70d 
dywcpod xaAgow, Ernest Schmid: rov rocaira wapayyéAdoura; Flatt: éué tov 
wapaxadnivta. Itis decisive against the last two supplements, that hitherto 
not the person who gave the exhortations to the Thessalonians, but only 
the contents of those ethortations themselves, are emphatically brought for- 
ward (even on 6 Ged, ver. 7, there is no emphasis). To seek to determine 
more definitely 6 d3erév from the following ob« dvdpwrov dered were arbi- 
trary, as the course of thought in ver.8 would be interfered with.—oix 
dvdpurrov aberei GAAG tov Oedv] rejecteth not man (this may be excused) but 
God, inasmuch as he who enjoins the readers to avoid lust and covetous- 
ness, impresses on them not his own human opinion, accordingly not a 

i Erasmus: Non vocavit nos hac lege, ut ditio voeationis erat, ut desineremus - ease, 
essemlus Immundl, siquidern causa et con- quod éramus. 
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mere arbitrary command of man, ‘but delivers to them the solemn and 
unchangeable will of God.—ov« . . . daa] is here, as always, an absolute — 
‘contrast, therefore not to be weakened into “ not, but especiall 7" or, “not 
| only, but also” (Macknight, Flatt, and others). Comp. 1 Cor.i.17; Acts 
v. 4; Winer, p.462 LE. T, 497 ‘|; Klota, ad Devar.p.9f In the anarthrous 
. singular 4 éOporov, moreover, Paul expresses not merely the general idea 
man in contrast to 6 ede, but there is likewise contained therein an (wn- 
- translatable) subsidiary reference to himself, as the person from whose 
mouth the Thessalonians have heard these commandments. Others 
incorrectly understand by év8pwrec the defrauded brother (ver. 6); so 
| Oecumenius : rovyapoty 6 mapa THy KAqow TparTwy (oirac. yap 6 aberisv) Toy 
karécavra bBpioe peaAdov y Tov mavovextyfévra’ tovro 8 lire, deuvde Ge ab 
phiov, ida 6 adeAgic 6 ddixobuevog y, det gebyecv Tiy nocxelay, aaa niu dmoroc 
q «7.A.; and Pelt: Vestrum igitur quicunque vocationem suam. spernit 
fratremque laedit, quem diligere potius debuisset, is sane non hominem 
contemnit, sed, etc.; also Alford. In a manner still more mistaken, 
Hofmann, referring to the whole section vy. 3-6, makes dv0parov denote 
humanity, against which he sins who misuses the woman for the sake of 
lust, or injures his brother for the sake of gain; whilst with an entirely 
inadmissible: comparison of the Hebrew 3, he arbitrarily inserts into 
adereiy the idea of an “act of sin which is a breach of peace, a violation 
_of.a holy or righteous relation,” and finds in ver. 8 the impossible and 
wholly abstract thought expressed, that every action which treats man as 
if there were no duty towards man as such, will accordingly be esteemed 
as having not man, but God for its object—rdv aa? dévra td rveiua abrod 76 
. dy, stg yuac] who besides, etc., an emphatic representation of the greatness 
of the crime which the Thessalonians would commit, were they to dis- 
‘obey these exhortations, In such a case they would not only set at 
nought the eternal will of God, but also repay the great grace which God 
had shown to them with shameful ingratitude. xai has an intensifying 
force, and brings prominently forward, by an appeal to the conscience of 
‘the readers, the inexcusableness of such conduct.—rd rvedua abrod rd 
éyov} is the Holy Spirit proceeding from God, who transforms the believer 
into a new personality, and produces extraordinary capabilities and gifts 
(v.19 £51 Cor. xii-xiv.).—ele tude] is not precisely equivalent to byiv 
‘(Koppe, Flatt, Pelt), but denotes, instead of the mere logical relation 
which the dative expresses, the communication under the form of locality ; 
accordingly, wnto you. - 


Remarx.—lf the present tense d:dévra is read, the communication of the Holy 
Spirit is represented as something continuing in the present. If, along with — 
Sdéyra, the reading of the Receptus, ele Jude, is retained, this may be either taken 
. ina wide sense, as juac in ver. 7, “to us, Christians ;” or, in’ a narrow. sense, “ to 

us (me) the apostle.” In the first case, the addition on account of its generality 
would be somewhat aimless. Tn the second case, the following thought might be 
found therein: “but God, who not. only. commissions us to utter such exhorta- 
tions, but who has als, bse parted i to us plas eee Spirit put. us in a Belton to 
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speak every moment the correct thing ;” comp. 1 Cor. vii. 40—But (1) this view _ 
is objectionable on account of the many additions and supplements which it 
requires; (2) rov xai didévra would introduce no new thought which is not already 
contained in the contrast ods arfpwroy .. . dAAG Tov Osdv; for, being commis- 
sioned by God to give such exhortations, speaking in His name is one and the 
same with being qualified for this purpose by God’s Holy Spirit ; (3) Lastly, it is 
generally improbable that the addition rov kai «7.4. should contain a statement 
concerning the apostle, as such a statement is too little occasioned by the pre- 
ceding. For, in the contrast obk &vOpwrov 2. . adAa tov Oedv, the general idea 
not man is contained in dvipurov as the main point, whilst the reference to the 
apostle’s own person in dv0 puro is very slight, and forms only a subsidiary point, 
—If, on the other hand, eé¢ tuae be received along with the present participle, this 
might be explained with de Wette, whom Koch follows, that the apostle for the 
sake of strengthening his words reminds the Thessalonians how God still con- 
tinues to communicate to them His Holy Spirit; how this communicated Holy 
Spirit, partly by inspired persons, partly by the voice of conscience, gives the 
same exhortations which he, Paul, now enforces. But who does not see that here _ 
also the chief matter, by which the addition becomes appropriate, must first be 
introduced and supplied? 


Ver. 9, Aé] introduces a new requirement.—dAadeApia] brotherly love, 1. e. 
love to fellow-Chiristians ; Rom. xii. 10; Heb. xiii. 1; 1 Pet. i. 22; 2 Pet. 
i. 7. But the apostle thinks on this not only as a disposition, but also as 
verifying itself by action, that is to say, as liberality toward needy com- — 
panions in the faith (comp. wore . 2. etc, ver. 10). Itis selfevident that 
this brotherly love does not exclude love to man in general, comp. Gal. 

vi, 10; 2 Pet. 1, 7——-When, moreover, the apostle says that he has no 
need to exhort the Thessalonians to brotherly love, as they practise this 
already, but nevertheless requires them to increase in it, this is a touch 
of delicate rhetoric (praeteritio, wapdzeuc, see Wilke, neutestamentliche 
Rhetoric, p. 865), not. unusual to Paul (comp. v.1; 2 Cor. ix. 1; Philem. 
19), in order to gain willing hearts for the fulfillment of an exhortation 
whose necessity was evident.—eiroi] not equivalent to sponte (Schott), 
which would not suit @codidaxrot, but abrol yap dueig are to be taken together, 
and form the contrast to the person of the writer formerly named. (how- 
aver without further emphasis).—eodidaxror] an dak Aeyouevoy in the N.T,, 
but analogous to dWaxrot Ocod, John vi. 45 (Isa. liv. 18), and by no means 
un-Pauline, because Paul elsewhere uses vevpyariot in this sense 
(Schrader); for vevparioi could not here have been put. The 
expression is not to be taken absolutely in the sense of Sedrveuatoe, 
according to which eg 7d dyarav aAAjAove would only be a more 
definite epexegesis of it—‘so that ye, in consequence of this theopneustia, 
Jove one another ;” but it contains a blending of two ideas, as properly 


i Chrysostom : Gt ypetay éxonev ypdpew tyiv. — ficat, cos omnino opus habuisse admonitione 
"Expy oby comioa. Kat pysey eimety, ch py  supertori, quae erat de sanctimonia sen mun- 
xpeia fv. Nov 68 re ciety, ov xpeta éori, ditia vitae; difficile enim erat, homines gen- 
petgov évoingey 2 ck cirer. Erroneously tiles immunditiase péceatis assuetos a talibus 
Fisting, to whom Benson assents: Tacite signi- _ subito revocare. 
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only didairot fore is expected, but now che. source of this instruction is 


immediately united with the. word. (without any one exhorting you, you 


-yourselves know, namely, being taught of God, ete.). The howled ye or 
the instruction is not theoretical, not a knowledge from the Old Testa- 


ment, not a knowledge from a word. of the Lord John xii, d4; Baum- 
garten-Crusius), also not a knowledge from the instructions of the ‘pros 
phets, such as actually were, according to v. 20, among the T hossulonians 


(Zachari ae), but a practical knowledge which has its ground: and origin 


in the purified conscience of the inner man, effected by God through the 
communication of the Holy Spirit; consequently a knowledge or instruc- 


7 tion of the heart. Moreover, incorrectly Olshausen: “where God teaches, 


there, the apostle says, J may be silent.” For the stress lies not on the 
first, but.on the second half of Geodidaxrou—ele 7d ayardy aAAjrove] i is de- 
pendent on the ddaxrof in Peodidaxrar, and denotes, under the form of the 


design at which that instruction alms, ils object. Incorrectly Flatt, ele 


denotes quod attinet ad. . 
Remanx.—Pelt, Schott, de Wette, Ellicott, Hofmann, also Winer, p. 313 [E. 
T. 339], and Buttmann, Gram. d. neut. Sprachgebr., Berlin 1859, p. 223 [E. 1.259], 
consider'the reading of the Receptus: ob ypeiay Exere ypdpew div (see critical 


~ remark), as correct Greek, appealing to the frequent use of the infinitive active, 


where one would expect the infinitive passive (see Ktihner, IT. p. 839). I cannot 


agree with this; on the contrary, most decidedly deny the applicability of that. 
. use to our passage. For, inthe instances given, the characteristic distinction is 


throughout observable, that the infinitive active expresses the verbal idea in a 
paygite generality, entirely free from any personal reference, so that this active infinitive, | 


in its import and value, can scarcely be distinguished from an absolute accusa- 


tive, Comp. for example, Sophocles, Oed. Col. 37: tad Exeu yap yopov ody ayvov 
nrareiv.—Thucydides, i. 88: "Hy .. . 5 Oguoroxage . . . d&we Vayudoa-—Kuri- 


> pides, Med. 318: Aéyere dxvtoar paride —Comp. also Heb. v.11: adyoo duceppipev- 


roc déyevy. Entirely different from these is our passage, where ypdpec, by means 


of tui, instead of forming an absolute statement, is put in a special personal refer- 
-ence to the readers; indeed, as the subject of ypdgew can only be the apostle, in a 
~ special personal reciprocal reference to Panl and the Thessalonians, and accord- 


ingly the whole expr ession acquires an individual concrete form. If éyere is not to 


be without meaning, it would require accordingly either éué ypadec, or, as in v. 1, 
- the passive ypageotac to be written, For that, as Bouman, Chartae theolog. I. p. 65, 


and Reiche, /p. 339, think, éué or jude, or rather the indetinite rid, readily sug- 
gest themselves to be supplied, and that the more so, as the necessity of some such 


supplement is obvious from the following Seodidaxro: (Bouman), can hardly be 


maintained. Also Heb. y.12, to which an appeal is made, proves nothing, for 
here from a similar reason tvd-is to be accented (with Lachmann) instead of riva ; 
whereby the reference and the relation of the words are entirely transformed. 
Conip. my commentary on the i ipistle to the Hebrews. 


“Ver. 10. An éxpladiatary confirmation of the statement SeodiSaxrat éore 
ie Td ayaray GAAghous by an actual historical instance. Calvin finds in ver. 
10. an argumentum a majore ad minus: a nam quum eorum caritas per 
a totam Mareloneom: se 2 cana _colligit non. esse -dubitandum, quin ipsi 
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mutuo inter se ament.” But the emphasis rests not on dAAfAow and rade 
adeAgorg tobe tv bAy tH Maxedovia, but on dyaray and wouwire. Also the opin- 
ion of de Wette, whom Koch follows, that an additional reason is here 
adduced why the Thessalonians require no further. exhor tation, is to be 
rejected, as then nat rovwire would require to be written instead of «al yap 
noire, because yép cannot be co-ordinate with the preceding yép.—xat yép] 
not equivalent to simple yap (so most critics), and also not. quin etiam, or 
dio (Calvin), but for also: comp. Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 187 f.. Whilst 
yap is a justification of dyad», the idea of ddaydjva is carried on to the idea 
of woveiy by means of the corresponding xaé i —mrouelre] has the chief accent; 
it denotes the actual practice.—airé] seilicet, 7d dyarav, not rd rie piAadeAbiac 
(Baumgarten-Crusius and Koch).—nepiacetew padrov] to increase yet more, 
scilicet, in brotherly love. Musculus, appealing to Phil. iv. 12, arbitrarily 
takes mrepiocetbecy ebro uiely ny le he makes a new train of thought com- 
mence with wapaxadoiyev: “qua eos redigat in ordinem, qui doctrina 
charitatis ad ignaviae suae, desidiei, curiositatis et quaestus occasionem 
abutebantur, nihil operis facientes, sed otiose ac curiose circumeundo ex 
aliorum laboribus victitantes,’? and finds the meaning: “ut abundetis 
magis, h. e. ut magis in eo sitis, ub copiam eorum, quae ad vitae hujus 
sunt sustentationem necessaria, habeatis, quam ut penuriam patientes 
fratribus sitis oneri.’ Equally erroneously, because wnnatural, Ewald 
thinks that as the following @2Aormeiadu, so also even mepiocebe paddov, 
is to be included in the unity of idea with pouydtew «.7.2., ver, 11: “to 
keep quiet still more, and zealously,” etc. Besides, the construction of 
mepooetev, With asimple infinitive following, would be wholly without 
—example.—aadov] The same intensification as in iv. 1. 


Remark.—After the example of Schrader, Baur (p. 484) finds also vy. 9, 10 
only suitable fora church which had already existed for a considerable time. 
How otherwise could the brotherly love of the Thessalonians, which they showed 
to all the brethren in all Macedonia, be praised as a virtue already so generally 
proved? Certainly Paul recognizes the brotherly love of the Thessalonians as a 
“ virtue already proved ;” but Baur, no less than Schrader, overlooks (1) that not 
ely wavrag tod dyiove, but cig. wdvtag robe adeAdotde év Ay TH Maxedovia is written ; 
consequently, the exercise of that virtue is limited to the Christian circle nearest to 
the Thessalonians; (2) that Paul yet desires an inerease in that virtue, thus 
indicating that thie exercise of it had only shorily before commenced. An interval 
of half a year (see Introduction, 2 3) was accordingly a sufficient ‘time for the 
Thessalonians to make themselves worthy of a praise restricted within such bounds. 


Ver. 11 is attached to the preceding in the loosest grammatical con- 
nection. [LIII d.] It has been thought that ver. 11 is only a further 
development of the preceding exhortation. So Olshausen, who finds in 
the whole section, vv. 9-12, only an exhortation to love, and in such a 


1Ewald in vain endeavors anew to defend _ before’ said that it was not necessary to write 
the above construction of the words in his to the Thessalonians concerning brotherly 
Jahrb. a. bibl. Wissenschaft, 10 Jahrb, Gétt. love, because they sufficiently practised it, 
1860), p. 241 fi: That the apostle, after he had —_ could not, without self-contradiction, proceed 
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manner that vv. 9, 10 refer to love to” fellow-Clariatians, and vv. 11,12 to = 
Jove to man in general, To the latter in particular, inasmuch as the 

Thessalonians were required to give no occasion to those who were not | 
Christians to blame anything in the professors of the gospel. But. eyi- 
dently the apostle, when he exhorts his readers to give no offence by their 
conduct to those who were not Christians, considers this not ps the ful- 
fillment of the commandment of love to man in general, but-.as a matter 
of prudence and discretion, in order in such a manner to counteract the 


“prejudices against Christianity, and so to pave the way for its diffusion in 
_ wider circles. Comp. also Col. iv. 5 


5,6, Others suppose that to the exhor- 
tation to ¢:AadeAgia a warning ngainat its abuse is attached ; as some in the 
‘church practised liberality, so others made use of this liberality as an occa- 
‘sion of leading an idle life. So already Theodoret,! and after him Estius,’ 
Benson, Flatt, Schott, de Wette (wavering),and Koch. But against this view 
is decisive. —(1) That such a sharp division of the church into two different 
classes is not justified by the context; for, on account of the close connection 
of ver. 11 with the preceding, those of whom repiccebew paddov is required are 
the same with those to whom the exhortation to @:Aoriueiobac jouydfecv «.7.A. 
is addressed. It accordingly follows, that as the church as such was dislin- 
guished by active brotherly love, so also the church as such (not a mere 
fraction of it) did not possess the qualities mentioned in ver. 11. (2) 
According to this view, the stress is placed only on épydeafa: raig xepotv 

— tuav, whereas the demand to jouzafew and rpdcce ra ida is entirely left 
out of consideration. And yet it apparently follows, from @:Aoriusicda 


- qouydtew cal pdocew ra ida being placed first, that the main point lies on 


these, whilst the édleness blamed in the readers is evidently described only 
as a consequence or result of the neglected yovydlew nal mpaooey ra iut— 
Accordingly, as.a closer connection of ideas, than that which the form of 
the grammatical construction appears to indicate, is not without force 
demonstrable, we must, mindful of the rapid transitions which are pecu- 
liar to the Apostle Paul, especially in the practical parts of his Epistles, 
consider vv. 11,12 as a new exhortation, internally distinct from that in 
vy. 9, 10, and which only happens to be united with it, as both refer to the 
moral furtherance of the Christian life —gedorieiafae jovyagew] is to be 
taken together : to make i your ambition to live quietly, and the juxtaposi- 
tion of the two verbs is an owymoron, as in the usual course of things every 
gudoriuia is properly an impulse to shine by actions? Calvin takes giAore 
peiadac by itself, referring it back to the command to brotherly love: Post- 


to gay, butwe. exhort you yet to increase in. tyv rovTwy. didoriplay duedeiy ris épyactas 


brotherly love.’ In this.Ewald is certainly — eixédtws toivuy xaxeivous émivere eal rovrots Ta 


right. But Panl only declared before that . wpdcdopa ovveBoddevoe, 





the Thessalonians practised brotherly lé6ve— 


_ that they already. practised it sufficiently we 

~ do. not read; this, on the contrary, is only 
Se. arbitrarily introduced hy Ewald.- ; 
Louk tvapria ToS mpoppyGelauy émaivous y ve 
mapaiveris cypeBae: yap, Tols wey durdrorinws f 

xopnyetr Trois Seopevars Thy xpelan, Favs. ae oud, aa 


a 


2 Hac eorum liberalitate.quidam panperiores 


» abutentes, otio et inertine vacabant, diseur- 
_ rentes per domog et inhiantes mensis divitum 


atque in res alienas curiosi, adeo ut hoe no- 


Taine ‘etiam apud infideles male-audirent,” 


a8 * Bengel: energie ponies er ubescit j youKee 
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quam enim admonuit, ut crescant in caritate, sanctam aemulationem illis 
commendat, ut mutuo inter se amore certent, vel (?) certe praecipit, ut 
“se ipsum unusquisque vincere contendat, atque hoc posterius magis 
amplector. Ergo ut perfecta sit eorum caritas, contentionem in illis 
requirit. So also Hemming, and already Theophylact, leave this and the 
usual construction a matter of choice. But the omission of «ai before 
yovxatery Would be harsh. On gidorepeiodae, comp. Rom. xv. 20; 2 Cor, v. 
9; Kypke, IT. p. 189. The counterpart of gouydtew is wepeepydceodar, 2 Thess. 
ili. 11, and wodurpayyoveiv, Plat. Gorg. 526 C—The disquiet or unsteadiness 
which prevailed in the church is not to be sought for in the political (so 
Zwingli : Nemo tumultuetur, nemo motum excitet; and, but undecidedly, 
Koppe: seditiones adversus magistratus Romanos; comp. also Schott, p. 
121), but in the religious sphere. It was, as it appears, an excitement of 
mind which had been called forth by the new world of thought produced 
by Christianity; but an excitement, on the one hand, risen to such an 
unnatural height that worldly business was neglected, and idleness stepped 
into the place of a regular laborious life; and, on the other hand mani- 
festing itself by such a fanatical spiritual zeal that the Christians by such 
a line of conduct must fall into discredit with those who are not Chris- 
tians. It is not improbable that the thought of the impending advent of 
Christ formed the centre part of this excitement.. At least this, by a 
natural associction of ideas, would give the reason why Paul after vv. 11, 12 
suddenly interrupts the course of his admonitions, in order, exactly at 
this place, to attach instructions concerning the advent, whilst v.12 ff 
shows that he intended to give various other admonitions—The exhorta- 
tion of the apostle in v. 6, 8, to be prepared for the unexpected entrance 
of the advent, which might be abused in favor of such an excitement, is 
not decisive against the reference to an apocalyptic fanaticism (against de 
Wette, who for this reason supposes only “ pious excitement in general ”’), 
because that exhortation intervenes between preceding (v. 4, 5) and suc- 
ceeding (v. 9 ff.) consolutory expressions, and, accordingly, loses all that is 
alarming about it; the addition of that exhortation was too naturally and 
necessarily required by the explanation of the circumstance itself, that 
Paul should have suppressed it from mere fear of a possible abuse.— 
mpiccev ri idea} same as Wuwrpayeiv, to be mindful of one’s own concerns, 
without wishing to take the oversight of the concerns of our neighbor. 
If the above remarks are not incorrect, Paul thinks on the unauthorized 
zeal, by which they had used the advent as a means of terror, in order to 
draw before their tribunal what was a matter of individual conscience, 
and by which a care for the salvation of their neighbor was assumed with 
an objectionable curiosity. ra éavroi rpdocecy would be more correct Greek 
than ré ida mpdocev—ipydveodac] means nothing else than to work. In- 
correctly, Flatt: to gain one’s maintenance by work; Baumgarten- 
Crusius: not to be ashamed of work. From the addition raie yepoiv spin, 
it follows that the Thessalonian church was mostly composed of the work- 


iSee Lobeek, ad Phryn. p. 441 £.; Kypke, II. p. $38 f£. Comp. Dio Cass. Ix. 27; rhv 58 5) 
jovxlay dywv Kal ra éavTod wmpdirtav érdgero, 
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ing class. Caing: also 1 Cor. oe Calixt, ‘Pelt, Schott, Hofmann, “and 
others erroneously find expressed. in the words any imaginable business. 
Paul mentions only the business of hand labor, and to apply this to regu- 
lar business of any form or kind is entirely to sever it from this meaning 
of the expression.—xadac tuiv rapyyyeidanev| refers not only to épydfectas, 
but to the whole of ver. 11. It would seem from this that these. disorders 
already prevailed in their beginnings during the apostle’s personal resi- 
dence in Thessalonica. There is nothing objectionable in this inference, 


‘as (1) from 2 Thess. ii. 5 it appears that at the publication of the gospel in 


Thessalonica the advent had been the subject of very special explanations; 


_and (2) the effect of such explanations on the minds of Gentiles anxious 


about salvation must have been overwhelming. Baur; p. 484, therefore is 
entirely mistaken when he maintains that exhortations, such as those given 
in vv. 11, 12, could not have been necessary for a church recently founded. 

Ver. 12 is not the statement of an inference (Baumgarten-Crusius), but 
of a purpose; dependent, however, neither on xapyyyeiAauev, nor on what 
has hitherto been said, including the precept to @AadeAgia, ver. 10 (Flatt), 


-but on ver. 11, and in such a manner that the first half of ver. 12 refers to 


dcdoripsiotar jouyater Kai rpdocew ra ida, and the second half to égpydleobac 
talc xepalv budv—eboynpdvac | wall hecomany, honorably, Rom. xii. 18; 1 Cor. 
vii, 85, xiv. 40. The opposite is drdxrwc, 2 Thess. ili. 6.—mpé¢] not coram 


(Flatt, Schott, Koch), but in relation to, or in reference to those who are 


&o. Comp. Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 265.—oi te] those who are without (se. 


. the Christian community), those who are not Christians, whether Jews or 
_ Gentiles. Comp. Col. iv. 5; 1 Cor. v. 12, 18; 1 Tim. iii. 7. Already 
_ among the Jews of éw (0°218"M) was the usual designation of Gentiles. See 


Meyer on 1 Cor. v. 12—pydevde] is by most considered as masculine, being 


understood partly of Christians only (so Flatt), partly of unbelievers only 
. (Luther, Camerarius, Ernest Schmid, Wolf, Moldenhauer, Pelt), partly 
-both of Christians and unbelievers (Schott, de Wette—who, however, 


along with Koch and Ellicott, thinks that there is a chief reference to 
Christians,;—Hofmann, Riggenbach). But to stand in need of no man, is 


-for-man an impossibility. It is better therefore, with Calvin, Estius, Gro- 
-tius, Bengel, Baumgarten-Crusius, Alford, to take paderdg as neuter, so 
that a further purpose is given, whose attainment is to be the motive for 
; fulfilling the exhortations in ver. 10; to have need of nothing, inasmuch 
~as labor leads to the possession of all that is necessary for life, whereas 
idleness: has as its inevitable. consequence, want and need. | 


Ver. 18-v. 1. A comforting instruction concerning the advent. This 
is divided. into three’ sections—(1) iv, 18-18 removes an objection or a 


: doubt; (2). v. 1-8 reminds them of the sudden and unexpected entrance 
of the advent; and lastly, in consequence of this, y. 4-11 is an exhorta- 
» tion to be ready and prepared for the entrance of the advent. 


~ (1) Vv. 18-18.. A removal of an. objection. The painful uneasiness, 
which had seized on the Thessalonians concerning the fate of. their 


: deceased: Christian friends, consisted. not, ‘as. Zachariae, Olshausen, de 
- 649 f, pads in: his H. Sehr. Net 


‘Wet : Hofhann; wucuey IL. 2, 2d ed P 
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T.; Luthardt, die Lehre von den letzten Dingen, Leipz. 1861, p. 188 f., and 
others assume, in anxiety lest the deceased should only be raised at the 
general resurrection of the dead, and would thus forfeit the blessedness 
of communion with the Lord in the interval between the advent and this 
general resurrection (“the so-called reign of a thousand years,” Olshau- 
sen). There is no trace in our section of a distinction between a first and 
a second resurrection; and the idea of a long interval of time between 
the resurrection of believers and the resurrection of the rest of mankind 
(Rev. xx.) is, moreover, entirely strange to the Apostle Paul, as it is evi- 
dent from 1 Cor. xv. 22 ff. correctly understood that the resurrection of 
unbelievers takes place in immediate connection with the resurrection of 

mristians. Rather it was feared that those already dead, as they would no 
more be found alive at the advent of Christ, would receive no share in the 
blessedness of the advent,! and accordingly would be placed in irreparable 
disadvantage to those who are then alive. See exposition of particulars. 

On vv. 18-18 [On vv. 18 ff, see Note LIV. a, b, c, pages 539- 5A] see yon 
Zezschwitz in the Zettschr. f. Protestuntismus und Kirche, new series, Erlangen 
1868, p. 88 ff R. Stiihelin, Zur Paulinischen Eschatologie. 1 Thess. iv. 18-17 
im Zusammenhang mit der Jiidischen Eschatologie untersucht (Jahrb. fir d. 
Theol. Bd. 19. Gotha, 1874, pt. 2. 177 ff) 

Ver. 13, Ob. PéAoper df dude ayvociv| but we wish not that ye be in ignorance, 
A recognized Pauline formula of transition to new and import ant com- 
munications; comp. Rom. i. 18, xi. 25; 1 Cor. x.1, xii 1; 2Cor.i.8. Inan 
analogous manner, Paul uses also positive turns of expression: téAo tae 
eldéva, Col. ii. 1,1 Cor, xi. 8, and yerdonew bua BobaAouat, Phil. i, 12.—zepi rev 
xexoyenpiver] [On vy. 13-18, see Note LV. pages 541, 542] concerning those that 
are asleep, that is, by means of euphemism, “ concerning the dead;”? comp. 
1 Cor. xi. 80, xv. 6,18, 20; John xi. 11; 2 Pet. iii. 4; Sophocles, Electr. 509. 
The selection of the word is the more appropriate, as the discourse in 
what follows is concerning a revivification. But not the dead generally are 
meant, which Lipsius (Theolog. Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 924), with an arbi- 
trary appeal to 1 Cor. xy. 29, considers possible, but the dead members of 
the Thessalonian Christian church.—This is evident from all that follows, 
particularly from the confirmatory proposition in ver. 14, and from the 
expression ol vexpol év Xpior, ver. 16.— After the example of Weizel (Stud. 
u. Krit, 1836, p. 916 ff), de Wette (though ina hesitating manner) .finds in 
cexotunévan the idex indicated “of an intermediate state, 7. ¢ of an imper- 
fect and, as it were, a slumbering continuance of life of the departed 
soul;”? whereas Zwingli, Calvin, Hemming, Zanchius, in express contra- 
diction to the idea of the sleep of the soul, insist on referring this state of 
being asleep to the body exclusively. But neither, according to the one 
side, nor according to the other, are we justified in such a limitation, as 
ol kexouunuévoe only denotes those who are asleep as such, i. e. according to 
their whole personality —The article in repl tov xexoiuquévovrepresents the 
question, to the solution of which the apostle now passes, as one well 


1Calvin: Vitam aecternam ad eos solos pertinere imaginabantur, quos Christus. ultimo 
adventu vivos adhuc in terris deprehenderet 











528 - | ‘THE FIRST EPISTLE ‘TO THE PHESSALONIANS. 


ane to the readers, sat Acta ‘hp cen: The brevity and generality 
of the statement of the subject, combined with ‘the solemn formula of 
transition ob éAouev 68 tude dyvoeir, renders it not improbable that a request 

was directly made to Paul for explanation on the subject.—ive py Aurjode] 
se. concerning those who are asleep.—xadog cat ob Aouroi] se. Avmobvrat. 


‘Woken (in Wolf).gives the directly opposite meaning to the words: Absit 


a vobis tristitia, quemadmodum etiam abest a reliquis ilis, qui nempe- 
non tristantur ob mortuos et tamen spem nullam certam habent de [elici- 
tate. Erroneously, because then kaSdg nal ob Avrotvra ot Avrrol, pn Exovrec 


- (instead of of uj éy.) é4xida would require to have been written: not to _ 


mention that Paul would hardly propose unbelievers as an example to 
Christians.—Theodoret, Calvin, Hemming, Zanchius, Piscator, Cornelius. 


- a Lapide, Calovius, Nat Alexander, Benson, Flatt, Pelt, Koch, Bisping, 
-Bloomfield, Hofmann, Riggenbach find in ta py Avrjote Kadog K.tA. ihe 


thought that the Thessalonians should not mourn in the same degree, n ot so. 
excessively as of Aoiroi, because the apostle could not possibly forbid every 
mourning for the dead. Incorrectly; for then wa-py Avizade tocvbrov ae Kat 
ai Acero Would require to have been written. «add¢ is only a particle of 


comparison, but never a statement of gradation.. The apostle forbids 


avreiodae altogether. Nature uly ; for death has no more any sting for the 
Christian. He does not see in it annihilation, but. only the transition to 
an eternal and blessed fellowship with the Lord. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 54 
—oi Aoiroi| the others, that is, the Gentiles; comp. Eph. i135. Tt is, how- 
ever, possible that Paul may also have thought on a portion of the Jews, 
namely, the sect of the Sadducees, who denied the resurrection. Since, 
as Josephus reports, the Sadducees, together with the resurrection, denied - 
all continued existence of the soul after death, and on the contrary made 


- the soul of man die at the same time with the body. Comp. Antiq. xviii. L4: 
Bell. Jud. ii. 8. 14.—ol pay éyovrec arid] namely, of an eternal life of bless-. 
-édness.). From this comparison with those who do not believe in a future 


life in general? it inevitably follows that also the Thessalonians feared for 
their deceased Christian friends, not merely a temporary deprivation of the 


eternal life of bliss to be revealed at the advent, but an entire exclusion 


from it.. If the comparison is to have any meaning (which Hofmann with 
y § 
great arbitrariness denies), the blessing for whose loss the Gentiles mourn 


‘must be the same as the blessing for whose loss the Christians are not to 


mourn... The solution of the theme rent ray xexownuévur is therefore already 


indicated by the objective sentence, and what follows has only the pur- 


pose of farther coping this solution. 





2 nee Idyll. iv. 42: "Edmises ey 


. worry, avédAmiarot 6& Oavévres..- Aeschyl, 
Eumenid. 638: drag Pavdvtos ottes tor’ avdoran 
ous. Catull,.y.4 ff: Soles occidere et redira . 
possunt, | Nobis quum semel occidit brevis 
lux, { Nox est perpetua tina, dormienda, 


Lucrat, tii. 942 f£.: Nee quisquam: expergitus 


éxstat, | Frigida quem semel 9 est vitae clus ; 
~Beeuta. © 


2Stihelin £.¢ p. 185 f, improperly objects 
that such a comparison with those who do not 
believe ina future life in general would be in- 
eorrectin itself,because the regarding of death 


as annihilation and not believing in. a con- 


tinued life of the soul-after death was.even in 


_ ancient times always the sad privilege of only 


afew, For the view of the Apostle Pankonly - 
- comes into.consideration here. According to 
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Ver, 14. Reason not of ob SéAopev iuac ayvoeiv, but of iva py AvT7oSe. The 
Thessalonians were not to mourn, for Christ has risen from the dead; but 
if this fact be certain, then it follows that they also who are fallen asleep, 
about whom the Thessalonians were so troubled, will be raised. There 
lies at the foundation of this proof, which Paul uses as a supposition, the 
idea that Christ and believers form together an organism of indissoluble 
unity, of which Christ is the Head and Christians are the members; con- 
sequently what happens to the Head must likewise happen to the mem- 
bers; where that is, there these must also be.’ Comp. already Pelagius : 
Qui caput suscitavit, etiam caetera membra suscitaturum se promittit. 
From the nature of this argument it is evident (1) that those who are 
asleep, about whom the Thessalonians grieved, must already have been 
Christians: (2) that their complete exclusion from the blessed fellowship: 
with Christ was dreaded.'—ei yap mioreboper] for if we believe. ei is not so 
much as ‘“quum, since, because” (Flatt), also not equivalent to quodst: 
“for as we believe” (Baumgarten-Crusius), but is here, as always, hypo- 
thetical. But since Paul from the hypothetical protasis, without further 
demonstrating it, immediately draws the inference in question, it is clear 
that he supposes the fact of the death and resurrection of Christ as an 
absolute recognized truth, as, indeed, among the early Christians gener- 
ally no doubt was raised concerning the reality of this fact. For even in 
reference to the Corinthian church, among whom doubts prevailed con- 
cerning. the resurrection of the dead, Paul, in combating this view, could 
appeal to the resurrection of Christ as an actual recognized truth; comp, 
1 Cor. xv. 12-23.—The apodosis, ver. 14, does not exactly correspond with 
the protasis.. Instead of obtu¢ «.7.4. we should expect «ai moretenw dei, bre 
aoabtac ol éy Xpw7@ koyndévteg avacthoovTat, or bre obtwe 6 Ovde Kat rode 
comnvévrac du Tov Xpiotod éyepei—oirwc] is not pleonastic as the mere sign 
of the apodosis (Schott, Olshausen); also not, with Flatt, to be referred 
to avéory, and then to be translated “in such a condition, ¢. ¢. raised, re- 
vived;” or to be interpreted as “then under’ these circumstances, 4, @. in: 
case we have faith” (Koch, Hofmann), but denotes “ even so,” and, 
strengthened by the following «ai, is designed to bring forward the agree- 
ment of the fate. of Christians with Christ; comp. Winer, p. 504 [E.. T. 
5AL].—did tod Inco] is (by Chrys., Ambrosiast., Calv., Hemming, Zanch., 
Est., Balduin, Vorstius, Corn. a Lapide, Beza, Grot., Calixt, Calov, Wolf, . 
Whitby, Benson, Bengel, Mackn., Koppe, Jowett, Hilgentfeld (4eitschr. f. 
wissensch, Theol., Halle 1862, 3. p. 239, Hind, in das N. T. p. 244), Riggenbach, 


Paul, however, a life in the world to come perverted. He will not acknowledge. that 


apart from the case of those who are alive. at 
the Parousia—is brought about only through 
the resurrection. He therefore who, like the 


heathen, does not believe in the latter, also 
does not believe in the former; his hope limits 
itself to the earthly life: in death he can see 
only the absolute endand annihilation. Comp. 
Lor xv. 10, 32, 

“1 Hofmann’s views are very distorted and 


34 


from the fact of the resurrection of Christ, the 
resurrection of those fallenasleep in Thessalo- 
nicaisdeduced ; and—against which the ofrws 
xa. of the apodosis should have guarded him 
—he deduces the aimless platitude, that the 
apostle with the werds;: o @eds rovs Kcousnbév- 
cas 61a tod “Incot ake oby atta, gives an 
assurance which avails us in the case.of our 
death, if we believe on the death and resur- 
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and biiers comp. also Ellicott) so alec with: rove Koyindévrac, and then 
the sense is given: “those who have fallen asleep in Christ.”* [LV ¢.] But 
this would che expressed by é r@ "Lyoob, as of did Tod "Inoot Kon Sév7ec” 
would aé most contain a designation of those whom Christ had brought to 
death, | consequently of the Christian martyrs. Salmeron, Hammond, — 
Joseph Mede, Opp. p. 519, -and Thiersch (die Kirche im. ap. Zeitalt., 
Frankf. u. Erlang. 1852, p. 188) actually interpret the words in this sense. 
Yet how contrary to the apostle’s design such a mention of the martyrs 
- would be is evident, as according to it the resurrection and participation 
in the glory of the returning Christ would be most inappropriately limited 
to a very small portion of Christians; not to mention that, first, the indi- 
cations in both Epistles do not afford the slightest justification of the idea 
of persecutions, which ended in bloody death ; and, secondly, the formula 
Kou tivar dad tedg would be much too weak to express the idea of mar- 
-tyrdom. Also in the fact that Paul does not speak of the dead in general, 
but specially of the Christian dead (Estius), there is no reason to unite rode 
xouepdérrac with Sid rot Inooi; for the extent of fhe idea of of Kom évrec 
in our passage is understood from the relation of the apodosis, ver. 14, to 
the protasis el morehouer x.r.a, We are accordingly constrained to unite 
Sed tov Ipoot with dfe.—Christ is elsewhere by Paul and in the New Testa- 
‘ment generally considered as the instrament by which the alimighty aet 
of God, the resurrection of the dead, is effected; comp. 1 Cor. xv, 21; 
John v. 28, vi. 89, 44, 54.—éter] will bring with Him, is a pregnant expres- 
sion, whilst, instead of the act of resuscitation, that which follows the act 
in time is given. And, indeed, the further clause obv abr¢, i.e. obv "Inaod | 
(incorrectly Zachariae aud. Koppe= oe airér), is united in. a pregnant 
form with age, God will through Christ bring with Him those who are 
asleep, that is, so that they are then united with Christ, and have a com- 
plete share in the benefits of His appearance. Hofmann arbitrarily 
transforms the words into the thought: “ that Jesus will not appear, God. 
will. not introduce Him again into the -world, without their deceased 
brethren coming with Him.” For the words instruct us not con- 
cerning Jesus, but concerning the xomaPfrec; it is not expressed in 
- what manner the return of Christ will take place, but what will be 
the final fate of those who have fallen asleep. The apostle sclects 
this pregnant form of expression instead of the simple éyepe7, because 
the thought of a separation of deceased Christians from Christ was 
that which so greatly troubled the Thessalonians, and therefore it was 


rection of Jesus. ” AS Rofinann misinterprets been thus privileged? Certainly Sa rob 





the words, ‘so also do Luthardt, supra, p. 140 
Sand Stihelin. . 

3 Also Alford connects ded rod "Inood with 
xounndivras 3 ut then arbitrarily (comp. ‘oi 
vexpol. évy XpierG, ver. 16) pressing the expres-. 
sion : kowunOdvras (ai 


makes this distinction ? 
Asleep anes not dead? BY. whore have . they. 


KotuyOéevres are dis- 
tinguished from. the rherely @avdyres, What: Poe 
‘Why are they - 


Incod), and inappropriately regarding the 
constructions etxapirrety 64. "Inco Xpicrod, 
Rom. 1.8; eipiyyqy yew dua ‘Ingo, Rom. v. 1; 


_Kavxdodar ba "Iyoot, Rom, y. 11, as analogous 


expressions, he brings out. the following 
grammatically impossible meaning: If we 
believe that Jesus died and rose again, then 
even thus also those, of whom we say thar they 





“ ees because of Jesus, will oe, ete. 





cuap, rv. 15, 531 


his endeavor to remove this anxiety, this doubting uncertainty, as soon 
as possible. 
Ver. 15. A solemn confirmation of the comforting truth rote koiunPévrac 
age. adv ait, by bringing forward the equality between those living atthe 
advent and those already asleep. Koppe, Flatt, and Koch erroneously 
assume a reference to ver. 18, making the yép in ver. 14 parallel to the 
yép in ver. 15, and finding in ver.15 a new reason for comfort—roiro] 
refers not to the preceding, but is an emphatic introduction to what fol- 
lows the first dre: this, namely, we say to you, év Adyw kupiov, that we, the liv- 
ing, ete.—iv Adyw xvpiov] in or by means of a word of the Lord (comp. 
Wan 1293, Esth. 1,12; 7372 7333, 1 Kings xx. 85), that is, the following 
statement on the relation of the living to those who are asleep at the 
advent does not rest on my (the apostle’s) subjective opinion, but on the 
infallible authority of Christ. Comp. 1 Cor. vii. 10, 12, 25—Pelagius, 
Musculus, Bolten, Pelt, and others have regarded this Adyoe xvpiav, to 
which Paul appeals, as the words of Christ in Matt. xxiv. 81 (comp. Mark 
xiii. 27); whereas Hofthann ig of opinion that Paul might have inferred 
it from the promises of Christ in Matt. xxvi. 25 ff.; John vi.39 ff! But the 
expressions found there are too general to be identified with the special 
thought in our passage. Schott’s statement, that Paul might justly appeal 
to the prophecy in Matt. xxiv. 31, because it contained nothing of a pre- 
rogative of the living before the dead, but on the contrary represents 
simply an assembling of believing confessors with a view to the participa- 
tion of the Messianic kingdom, is subtle, and does not correspond to the 
expression é Ady xvpiov, which points to positive information concerning 
the definite subject in question. Also Luthardt’s (1. e. pp. 141, 57) view, 
that in Adyog xvpiov a reference is made to the parable of the virgins who 
went out to meet the bridegroom (Matt. xxy.), and for which view ei¢ 
ardvryow (ver. 17) is most arbitrarily appealed to, is evidently erroneous. 
Just as little can the Adyo¢ xypiov be found (with Stithelin 7 e. p. 198 f) in 
this place, i.e. in the first half of ver. 16, so that the word of the Lord, 
on which Paul rests his asseveration, consists in this, that Jesus, according 
to His own declaration (Matt. xxiv. 29-31) will descend from heaven é» 
kedeiouart, iv porf apyayyésov and év cdAmeyy: Geod. For the first words of 
ver. 16 picture only the mode in which the entrance of the advent will be 
accomplished, but they leave the central point of the question before us 
untouched. Others, as Calvin and Koa, have thought that Paul referred to 
a saying of Christ not preserved in the Gospels, but transmitted by tradition. 
(80, recently, also v. Zezschwitz, lc. p. 121, according to whom the apostle 
thought “on a word” which is “to be sought for in the peculiar and inti- 
mate communications of our Lord to His disciples, such as He would 
have given them during the forty days, when He spoke with them con- 
cerning the Bactela tod @cod.”) This supposition may certainly be sup- 


iThe idea of “a general ascension of all — thought“ only ona kingdom of God on earth,” 
Christians,’ which. Sehrader finds in this is, according to the above, introduced by him 
verse, and in. which he perceives a mark into the passage. a 
of. un-Pauline composition, because Pan) 
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ported by the analogy of wees < 85; “put it must: always remain 


precarious, the moreso as there was no inducement to Christ, in His 
intimations concerning the period of the fulfillment of the Messianic king- 


‘dom, to make such special questions, arising only in consequence of con- 


ereté circumstances, the subject of an anticipated instruction. It is best, 
therefore, with Ghiryspstom, Theodoret, Hunnius, Piscator (who, however, 
arbitrarily supposes the fact described in 2 Cor. xii. 2, 4), Aretius, Turretin, 
Benson, Moldenhauer, Koppe, Olshausen, de Wette, Gess (die Lehre von 
der Person. Christi, Basel 1856, p. 69 £.), Alford, Ellicott, Riggenbach, and » 
others, to suppose that Paul sails to information concerning the mat- 


ter in hand which had been communicated to him ina direct revelation 
by the heavenly Christ; comp. Gal. i. 12, 11.2; Eph. iii. 3; 2 Cor. xii, 1L— 


Hucic of Cavreg ot mepidernduevor elg tiv mapovotay tod xupior'] we, the living, who 
remain. unto the presence (or return) of the Lord... From the construction of 
these words it undoubtedly follows, that Paul reckoned himself with those. 
who would surviye till the commencement of the advent, as indeed the 
same expectation is also expressed in 1 Cor. xv. 51 f. Comp. besides, 1 
Cor. vii. 26, 29-81, 1.7, 8; Rom. xiii.11, 12; Philviv. 5. See also Dithne, 
Eniwickel. des Paulin. Lehrbegr. pp. 175 f, 190; Usteri, Paulin, Lehrbegr. p. 


855: Messner, Die Lehre der Apostel, Leipz. 1856, p. 282. This expectation 
? ? I 2 ? 


is not confirmed by history: Paul and all his contemporaries fell a prey 


~ to. death. What wonder, then, if from an early period of the Christian 
-chureh this plain meaning of the word was resisted, and in its place the 
most artificial and distorted interpretations were substituted? For that: 
Paul could be capable of error was regarded as an objectionable conces- 
sion, as an infringement upon the divine authority of the apostle. It has_ 
therefore almost universally? been maintained by interpreters, that Paul 


speaks neither of himself nor of his contemporaries, but of a later period 


of Christianity. So Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damascerius; Oecu- 
“menius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio, Calvin, Musculus, Bulli inger, 


Zanchius, Hunnius, Balduin, Vorstius, Cornelius a Lapide, Jac. Lauren- 


_tius, Calixt, Calov, Joach. Lange, Whitby, Benson, Bengel, Flatt, and 


many others, Whilst Calvin and Cornelius a Lapide, in order to remove 


difficulties, do not scruple to charge the apostle with a pious fraud; sup- 
posing that he, although he was convinced of the distance of the advent, 
nevertheless represented himself as surviving, in order in this way to stim- 
ulate believers to be in a state of spiritual readiness at every instant; 
'. Oectuumenius, after the example of Methodius, interprets of Cévrec «.r.a. of 
the souls, and of xoypbtvrer of the bodies of Christians? Usually, however, 
in order to remove the objectionableness of the words, an appeal is made 


1 Exeeptions in: easly: ites are very rare. ai Ynixal, ds ‘kat mepratuardveodal dace bard 
They are found in Piscator (yet even he  d0dvarow ov vap dy, et jo mepi uydr’ Edeyev, 


hesitates), Grotius, and Moldenhauer. To else rd.queis of gavres ol epiacundpevor, TeAry~ 
- bring the correct view to more general recog. Tire. pedAwY Adyet ody, Ort ot gapres ai 


nition. was reserved for recent times... 9 = Wuxai ouK ay ta amare rpopOdawpey dv rij 
*gavrag Tas Woxds, KoranQinra: be Ta obpara 7 GvOoT are, GAAd. per’. adray Tis avaurTarvEens 


es Agyetr ovK ay otv TpoddBuoy ai puxai: TpaTov reudiuclan, 
z veg ¢ ayerered: Td eduara, iva, abre dradépucw ee 
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to the fact that by means of an “enallage personae,” or an avakoivucic, - 
something is often said of a collective body which, accurately taken, is. 


only suited to a part. Then the sense would be: we Christians, namely, 


those of us who are alive at the commencement of the advent,.7.e. the © 


later generation of Christians who will survive the advent. But however 
often dyeie or dueic is used in a Communicative form, yet in this passage 
such an interpretation is impossible, because here qei¢ of COvteg x.7.0., AS & 
peculiar class of Christians, are placed in sharp distinction from. xoiuyévres, 
as a second class. Accordingly, in order to obtain the sense assumed, the 
words would require to have been written: bre quév of CavrTeg x.7.4. ob py 
pldcavtat rote Koiunbévrac, apart altogether from the fact that also in v. 4 
the possibility is expressed, that the day of the Lord might break in upon 
the presently existing Thessalonian church, Not less arbitrary is it, with 
Joachim Lange, to explain the words: “we who live im our posterity,” for 
which an additional clause would be necessary. Or, with Turretin, Pelt, 
and others, to understand of favre¢ of mepiAecrépevoe in a hypothetical 
sense: we, provided we are then alive, provided we still remain, (So, in 
essentials, Hofmann: by those who are alive are meant those who had 
not alre: ady died.) For then, instead of juste of COvrec, of meptAcuréuevot, Ib 
would necessarily require gusig COvtec, wepiAermopevoe (without an article). 
The same also is valid against J.P. Lange (Dus apostol. Zeitalter, 1, Braun- 
sch. 18538, p. 113): “The words, ‘the living, the surviving’ are for the pur- 
pose of making the contrast a variable one, whilst they condition and limit 
the gjusic in the sense: we, so many of us (!) who yet live and have survived ; 

or (?) rather, we in so far as we temporarily represent the livmg and 
Oe aes in contrast to our dead.” Lastly, the view of Hoelemann (Die 
Slellung St. Pauli zu der Frage um die Zeit der Wiederk unft Christi, Leipz. 
_ 1858, p.29 and in a more extended form in his Newe Bibel-Studien, Leipz, 1866, 
p. 232 ff.) is not less refuted by the article before (avre¢ and mepiAcurducvor: 
“The discourse, starting from the jucic and rising more and more beyond 
this concrete beginning, by forniing, with the next two notions of fdvrec, of 
meptdcinduevot, always wider (!) and softer circles, strives to a. generic. (!) 
thought—namely, to this, that Paul and the contemporary Thessalonians, 


while in the changing state of repaAeixeoda: (being left behind), might be. 


indeed personally taken away beforehand; although the opposite possi- 
bility, that they themselves might yet be the surviving generation, is 
included in the #ueie of Coreg with which the thought begins, and gatch 
always echoes through it.” Every unprejudiced person must, even from 
those dogmatic suppositions, recognize that Paul here includes himself, 
along with the Thessalonians, among those who will be alive at the advent 
of Christ. Certainly this can only have been a hope, only a subjective 
expectation on the part of the apostle; as likewise, in the fifth chapter, 
although he there considers the advent as impending and coming sud- 
denly, yet he supposes the indefiniteness of the proper period of its com- 
mencement (comp. also Acts i.7; Mark xiii. 32). That the apostle here 


states his surviving only as a supposition or a hope, is not nullified by ; 


the fact that he imparts the information (ver. 15) év Aéyp xvpiov.. For the 
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Adyoc kupiou can, 2 according to the context only refer to the relation of - 


those who are asleep to the living; but does not refer to the fact who will 
belong to the one or to the other class at the commencement of the 
advent. [LV d]] Only on the first point was the comforting information 
contained. which the Thessalonians required.—The present participles 
Cévreg and mepiierrduevor are not to be taken as futures (Calvin, Flatt, Pelt), 
but denote the condition as it exists in the present, and stretches itself to 
the advent—ob py pOdowuer rode Koeunbévrac] [LV e, f.] shall by no means 
precede those who are asleep, so that we would reach the end (the blessed- 
ness of the advent), but they would be left behind us, and accordingly lose 
the prize, The apostle speaks in. the figure usual to him of a race, in 
- which no one obtained the prize who was forced half way to interrupt his 
running.—On the emphatic ob 47, see Winer, p. 471 £ [E.'T. 506]. 

Vy. 16, 17. Proof of the truth of ob 2} @0dowpev rove xowwydéivrag by a 
“description of the particulars in which the advent will be realized. 

Ver. 16. Comp. Flatt, Opuse. acad. p. 411 f£—irc] not that, as Koch and 
Hofmann think, so that vv..16 and 17 (according to Hofmann, only ver. 
16!) still depend on Aéyouer & 26pm Kvpiov, ver. 15; but for—abri¢ 6 Kbpis] 
the Lord Himself... abréc is neither a mere introductory subject (“ He, the 
Lord,” de Wette, Hofmann); nor added with the design to refer “the 
coming of Christ expressly to His holy personality and corporality,” 
accordingly designed to exclude “ every manifestation of Him by mere 
instruments,” or by angels (so Olshausen and Bisping, and already Mus- 
eulus, Estius, and Fromond.); also is not inserted here “for solemnity’s 


sake, and to show that it will not be a mere guthering to Him, but He 


 STimself will descend, and we shall be summoned before Him” (Alford) 
and also does not affirm “that the Lord Himself will descend amid oceur- 
rences which form an essential part of God's final revelation of judgment of 
the world, that His coming will be attended by sach manifestations as usher 
in the aioy’ wéAday and cause Him to appear as the one who. introduces 
it and is its Lord,” Stihelin p. 222:—but it represents Christ as the 
~ chief Person and actor at the advent, emphatically opposed to His faith- 
ful ones—both those already asleep (oi vexpoi év Xpior@) and those still 
living—as they who are acted upon.—néAevoya] in the N. T. an. drag 
Aeyouevor, denotes an imperative call, e.g. of a commander to his host to 
exhort them to the conflict or to warn them to dee camp, of a driver to 
excite his horses to greater speed, of a huntsman to encourage his hounds 
to the pursuit of the prey, of sailors to excite themselves to vigorous 
rowing, etc. Comp. Thucyd. ti. 92; Xen. de venat. vi. 20; Lucian, Catapl. 
19. Here the «éAevcze might be referred to God. Only then we must not, 
as Hunnius does, identify it with the odArtys Geo, and find peprese nied 
- in the two expressions the. “hopribilis fr agor inclarescentium tonitruum ;’ 

but, In conjunction with the statement that God only knows beforehand 
the time. and hour: of the advent (Matt, Xxiv. 3), it must refer to the 


‘1 Koeh accepts both de Wette’s interpre:  abrés: “at the same nme unacconted and 


tation. and the meaning ‘of Olshausen,.and _ emphatic, 
thus foils into. the. contradiction of making ree 
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imperative call to bring about the advent. So recently Bisping and 
Stiihelin.. This interpretation is, however, to be rejected, because the three 
sentences introduced with év are evidently similar, de. all three are a 
statement of the mode of karaBatvew, accordingly contain the description 
of the circumstances with which the descent during the course of its com- 

pletion will be accompanied. But, understood in the above manner, év 
xedebopare Would denote an act preceding the keraBaivew, and thus another 


preposition instead of év would necessarily be chosen. Others, as Theo- - 


doret, Oecumenius, Grotius, and Olshausen, refer év xeAebopats to Christ. But 
in this case we would be puzzled so to define the contents of the «éAgvepna, 
as to prevent them coming into collision with the gwveiv of the apydyyeoc. 
For that we are not justified, with Theodoret, in distinguishing the xé- 
aevoua and the doay by a priusand post (6 xipio¢g . . . Kedeboes pév dpydyyedov 
Bofoa) is evident, as both are simultaneous—both in a similar manner are 
represented as accompanying the «araPaivew. Ibis accordingly most pro- 
bable that Paul places év ceAebovar: first as a primary, and. on that account 
absolute expression, and then, in an epexegetical manner, more fully 
develops it by év gov) dpyayyédov Kat év cdArcyys. Ovod. If this is the correct 
interpretation, the apostle considers the «é2evcua as given by the archangel, 
directly afterwards mentioned, who for the publication of it uses partly his 
voice and partly a trumpet ; and, as the contents of the céAcvova, the impera- 
tive call which reaches the sleeping Christians to summon them from their 
graves (comp. also the following «at oi vexpoi «.7.4.), consequently the resur- 
rection-call (Theodoret, John. Damascenus, Calixt, Stiihelin and others).— 
év guvh dpyayyésou Kal év odAmeyye Ocod] with the call, namely, of an archangel, 
and with (the sound) of the trumpet of God. Christ will return surrounded 
by hosts of angels; comp. 11. 138; 2 Thess. i.7; Matt. xvi. 27, xxiv, 30 f, 
xxv. 81; Mark viii. 88, xiii. 26 f.; Luke ix. 26. According to the post- 
exile Jewish notion, the angels were distinguished into different orders and 
classes, over each of which presided an dpyayyeros. (See Winer’s bibl. Real- 
worterb, 2d, ed. vol. I. p.3886 f.) One of these apydyyeros (2° Y)—whom Nicolas 
de Lyra, Wunnius, Estius (appealing to Jude 9 and Rev. xii.), Bern. a Picon., 
Bisping and Stihelin suppose to be the archangel Michael; and Corne- 
lius a Lapide, Michael or Gabriel; whilst Ambrosiaster and Olshausen, 
as. well as Alphen and Honert (in Wolf), understand no angel at all, but 
the two first understand Christ (!), and the two last the Holy Ghost (!)—is 
considered as the herald at the commencement of the advent, who with a 
loud voice calls upon the dead, and arouses them by the sound of a 
trumpet. The Jews used trumpets for summoning the people together; 
comp. Num. x. 2, xxxi. 6, Joel ii. 1. Also the manifestations of God were 
considered as accompanied by the sound of a trumpet; comp. Ex. xix. 
16; Ps. xlvii. 6; Zech. ix. 14; Isa. xxvii. 18;—and as it was the opinion 
of the later Jews that God will use a powerful and far-sounding trumpet 


IMacknight incorrectly refers the cédkeucna their joy at the advent of Christ to jud&e the 
to the whole of the attendant angelic host, and = = world,”-——an_ interpretation which finds: no 
finds therein “the loud acclamation which support in the context, and militates against 
the whole angelic hosts will utter toexpress the meaning of eéAevopa. 
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to raise , the dead (eo iiseninenger’ 8 eae Judenthum, Il. p. 929 f, , 
s0 in the N.T. mention is made of a oddmey§ in reference to Christ’s 
advent ; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 52; Matt. xxiv. 81. The trumpet is called 
oblniyé Ocod, either because it excels all human or earthly trumpets in the 
power of its sound (so Cornelius a Lapide, Caloy., Wolf, Benson, Bengel, 
Baumgarten, Bolten, and several); or because it will he blown at the 
command of God (so Balduin, Jac. Laurentius, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, and 
others); or, lastly, because it belongs to God and is used in His service (so 
de Wette, who refers to. the expression “ harps of God,” 1 Chron, xvi. 42; 
Rev. xv. 2 [see also Winer, p. 282, E. T. 247], Koch, Alford, Ellicott and 
Stithelin).—dz’ otpavot] down jrom heaven. For the crucified and risen 
. Christ is enthroned in heaven at the right hand of God;. comp. Rom. viii. 
34; Eph. i. 20; Col. iii, 1; Phil. iii, 20—nat ob veepot x.7.4.] a consequence 
of iy xedsbopart K.1.A, karaBjoetac—iv Xpiar@] is not to be connected with 
» dvaorioovrat ue Schott), but with of vexpoi; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 18; Winer, 
_p. 128 [E. T. 185]. For if connected with dvaorjaovra, then’ év Xpiar@ - 
would receive an emphasis which, according to the context, it cannot 
have; as the apostle does not intend to bring forward the person by- whom 
the resurrection is effected, which is evident of itself, but designs to show: 
what relation it will have to those who sleep on the one hand, and to those 
who are alive on the other. Theodoret has arbitrarily inserted into the 
_ text: Nexpovs rote weoTove Aéyet, ob pdvov Tole TH ebayyeAiy wemiorevndtac, dAAG Kat 
roic év réuw Kal rade mpd vou0n dSiaadupavrac ; And Musculus, that there are algo 
to be reckoned among the vexpoi év Xpw76 the dead children of Christians 
before they believed on Christ, and the ‘“ patres priorum saeceulorum. qui 
‘ante tempora, Christi vixerunt. Nam et illi cum semine ipsorum propter 
~-fidem venturi servatoris in Christo fuerunt.’—zpéror] does not denote, as 
. _ Oecumenius (of & Xpior rovréattv.ol rioroi, Tptov dvacthcovrat, ol dé Aourol éoya~ 
Tol, oe ji dprageddac pire drravray wéZAoyrec) and others maintain, the first resur- | 
-rection,—the so-called resurrection of the just,—in contrast to the resurrec- 
-tion of all men following atamuch later period; a distinction which is left en- 
tirely unnoticed i in our passage, and in the form stated would be un-Pauline. 
» Rather rpdérov isin contrast to érecra, ver, 17, and denotes that the jist act of 
Christ at His reappearance will be the resurrection of the Christian dead, 
and then the dordgeoda of the living, ver. 17, will follow as the second act. 
Ver. 17. Sin abroic] ive. with the raised vexpoi éy Xpiord. —dpraynadieba)} 
we will be snatched away. The expression (comp. 2 Cor, xii. 4; Acts viii. 
- 86) depicts the swiftness and irresistible force with which believers 
will be caught up. But, according to 1 Cor. xv. 50-53, the apostle 
must. haye conceived this dowaéfeo8a as only occurring after a change 
has. taken place in their former arthly bodies into heavenly, to 
qualify them. for.a participation in the eternal kingdom of the Messiah. 
~ éy vegédaue] not instead of elie vegérac (Moldenhauer), but either in clouds, 7. e. 
envelope in clouds, or better, on clouds, ie. enthroned. in their midst. 
. According to the Old Testament representation (Ps. civ. 8), God rides on 
clouds as on a triumphal chariot. Also the Messiah appears. on clouds 
eee vil, a). Aoporting to Acts” i 9, Christ asconded to heaven on a 
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cloud; and according to Acts i. 11, Matt. xxiv. 80, He will return ona 
cloud!—el¢ axduryow tod Kvpiov] to the meeting of the Lord. é.e. in order to be 
led towards the Lord. ele drdvryow, corresponding to the Hebrew DSP? 
is united both with the genitive (Matt. xxv. 1, 6), as here, and with the 
dative (Acts xxviii. 15). From the words it follows that the apostle did 


not think of Christ descending completely down to the earth.—ele dépa] 


into the air, belongs to dprayyosueda, and can as little be considered as 
equivalent to ele rode obpavoic (Flatt) as it can denote through the air, te. 
through the air to the higher regions (Flatt). Nor, on the other hand, can 
it be the apostle’s meaning—although Pelt, Usteri, Paulin. Lehrbegr. pp. 
856, 359 (hesitatingly), and Weizel in the Theol. Stud. wu. Krit. 1886, p. 985 f, 
also Stiihelin p. 229 f. assume it—that the Christian host would be caught 
up intothe air, in order to have their permanent abode with Christ in the air, 
For, according to 2 Cor, v. 1, the future eternal abode of Christians is é» 
roi¢ obpavoic.2 Nevertheless the apostle was constrained to express himself as 
he has done. For when Christ descends down from heaven, and Christians 
are caught up to meet Him, the place of meeting can only be a space between 
heaven and earth,i.e. the air. Comp. Augustine, de eivit. Det, xx. 20,2: Quod 
enim ait... nonsic accipiendum est, tanquam in aére nos dixerit semper 
cum domino esse mansuros ; quia nec ipse utique ibi manebit, quia veniens 
transiturus est. Venientt quippe thitur obviam, non manenti. But that Paul 
adds nothing concerning the removal of the glorified Christian host to 
heaven, following their being caught up with Christ, and of the resurrection 
of all men connected with the advent along with the judgment of the 
world, is naturally explained, because the description of the advent as such 
is not here his object, but his design is wholly and entirely to satisfy the 
doubts raised by the Thessalonians in respect of the advent2 But to effect 
this purpose it was perfectly sufficient that he now, specifying the result of 
the points described, proceeds : Kat otrwg révrore obv nupia sodueda] and so 
shall we ever be united with the Lord.—otruc] so, that is, after that we have 
actually met with Him. Itrefers back to sig amdvrycw—air] imports more 
than yerd. It expresses intimate union, not mere companionship.—éodueda] 
comprehends as its subject both the vexpot év Xpiorp and the Cérrec. [LV g.] 

Ver. 18. A concluding exhortation —7apaxadreiy] not to exhort (Muscu- 
lus) but to comfort ; comp. wa pi AvrjoSe, ver. 13.—Adyoc| denotes nothing 


more than words, Erroneously Aretius, Flatt, Pelt, Olshausen, and 


others: principles or doctrines (of faith). And év rote Adyog robrouw denotes 
on the ground of these or the above words. 





1Theodoret: "Eéeke cd uweyePos THs Tus" 
dowep yap avros 6 Seamdryns éwi vehedts pa- 
rewys avedrnpey, oltw kal of els avrov memc- 
YevKoTEs K.TA, 

2Also on this account Paul cannot have 
thought on a permanent residence on the 


- glorified earth (Georgii in Zeller's theal. Jahrb. 
1945, I. p. 6, and Hilgenfeld in the Zeitsch. f. 


wiss, Theol., Halle 1862, p. 240). . 
3 For the same reason also the silence con- 


cerning the change of believers who happened 
to be alive at the advent is justified. Against 
Schrader, who thinks on account of this 


silence that.the author must have conceived _ 
' the circumstances of the advent “in an 


entirely sensible manner;” “the ineon- 


_ gruities of this representation, if it is under- 


stood sensibly,” cannot be Pauline, because 
with Paul the doctrine of the last things has 
a “purely (?) spiritual character.” 
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Notes BY AMERICAN EDITOR. 
‘LIL, Vv. 1—12. 


(a) In the second division of the Epistle, which beging with yer. 1 of this 
chapter, and extends as far as ver, 25 of chap. v., the Apostle gives certain direc- 
tions and exhortations respecting the Christian life of the readers, and meets, at 
‘Jength, certain: questionings or difliculties which occupied their minds. These 
exhortations and questionings, however, indicate the early stages of development 
and. thought; and belong in the line of friendly suggestion—answering, thus, to 
the preceding chapters. ‘The word Aowdv is suggestive of the same thing. The 
writer turns from his. friendly review of the past, and his expressions of hope for 
the future, to the brief counsels which he has to give, as if these were only the 
accidental closing remarks in a letter, which had been begun for the purpose of | 
simply assuring them of his deep interest in their welfare and warm affection for 
‘themselves, The character of the first exhortation (vv. 1, 2), which, both in its 
general form and through the oi» pointing backward to {ii. 18, is closely con- 
nected with what has been already set forth in the earlier section, is also indica- 
tive of this plan and design as in the Apostle’s mind—() The exhortation of vv. 
‘1, 2 evidently follows immediately upon the thonght of iii, 11-18, In the former 
passage, he prays that God would cause them to abound in love to the end of 
confirming them in holiness, etc, and here he asks them, in the way of reaching 
~ this result, to abound yet. more in obeying and following the instructions which he 
had himself given them, as he had been taught by Christ. These verses, accord- 
ingly, form a most natural transition from ili, 12, 13 to iv. 3 ff, where he enters” 
into some particular details. We may observe the closely connecting link, also, 
which is found in the words totra ydp éorey GéAyjpa row Geod of ver. 3. 

“. (c) The principal questions in vv. 8-6 are connected with the meaning of oxetog 
‘and the construction and reference of rd tmepBaivew «7.2. As to the former of 
these two points, the arguments presented by Liinem.,, in his note, may be regarded. 
. ag satisfactorily establishing his view. As to the latter, the following suggestions 
-may be offered: (1) The designation of adultery by the verbs used in ver. 6 is 


antecedently improbable ; while, as referring to covetousness, etc., they are most 








appropriately used. (2) The close connection of the sin of covetousness with that 
of unchastity elsewhere in Paul’s writings, makes it very natural that he should 
refer to both of the two here. (3) As these two sins were chief outgrowths of 
. idolatry, according to his view, the combination of the two affords the most satis- 
factory contrast to that sanctification which he presents as the will of God for the 
Christian. (4) The idea of «réio#at, modified by the words which follow, finds its 
~ fall and complete contrast in inéqeadat To refrain from sopvela is the o opposite 
of acquiring for oneself one's own vessel in sanctification and honor, not in the 
passion of lust.” To introduce a further expression, relating indeed to adultery, — 
but viewing it-prominently in the light of overreaching or defrauding a brother, 
involves an addition to a contrast already fully presented, and an addition which 
would scarcely seem necessary in the connection. On the other hand, the con- 
; nection of 7d drepfaivew with what precedes without any separating particle ; 
‘the difficulty of accounting for 6. mpdypart as referring to business (the business 
or matter: on hand: at any aie ; and the use, of Andapota 4 in yer, 7,—are points 
































some 2 BB 


of importance as bearing in favor of the application of the words to adultery. It 


must be observed, however, that the absence of any particle before Td pj) bmep-— 
Baivew and the use of T@ mpdyzare are not altogether easy of explanation, if the 
reference to adultery is accepted. The peculiarity of the language is such that no 
confident affirmation can be made, as between the two views, Not improbably, 
however, the reference of wAcovéxrewy to covetousness is in accordance with the 
meaning of the Apostle. It does not seem necessary, if we adopt this view, to 
make 7d jo) brepf. parallel to 6 dycacpéc, as Liinem. does—thus giving to. dy. the 
sense of holiness in the special line of chastity. More probably, the view of de 
W., Koch and others, is correct—that the parallelism is with améyeoUa:, and that 
dywaopd¢ ig a general word covering the two particulars —(d) In respect to ver. 
11, the simplest explanation is, that mepscoebey refers backward to the idea of 
ayanav and piAadeAgia, yet only in a passing way and by a single word (comp. ob 
xpsiav éyere), and that then the exhortation immediately turns to.a new point. 


‘The section (vv. 1-12) accordingly contains, (1) a general exhortation to walk ina 


way pleasing to God, vv. 1, 2; (2) an exhortation to lay aside the two great.sins © 
of their past idolatrous lives—unchastity and covetousnegs, vv. 8-8; (3) a remind- 
ing them of the virtue of brotherly love, vv. 9, 10; (4) an exhortation to live, in 
their individual lives, quietly, in the way of attending to their own affairs and 
working for their own support—that is, in a way opposite to that of persons who 
might think the new life upon which they had entered, or possibly the supposed 
nearness of the end, released them from the ordinary duties of their old lile, (vv. - 
11, 12). The directions belong, all of them, near the beginnings of Christian 
development, or are such as might naturally be given to a church recently 
founded.—(e) The objection made by Liinem. against regarding peydévog of ver. 
12 as. masculine—that it is an impossibility for man to stand in need of no man— 
is of no force in a sentence of this sort, when understood correctly. The writer is 
not speaking. of need in every possible sense, but of dependence for support on 
the exertions of others, rather than our own. But, although this objection is not 
well taken, ujdévog is quite probably neuter. So R. V. 


LIV. Vy. 13 


(a) The following: points with regard to these verses may be especially ob- 
served :-—(1) The deceased persons who are here particularly alluded to had been 
friends of the readers and fellow-members of their church. This is evident from 
the fact that Paul desires to prevent the readers’ grief, and to enable them to com- 
fort one another. (2) These persons must have died since the founding of the 
church in Thessalonica, and probably sinee the Apostle had left that city. They 
must have been persons, therefore, who had died within a few months. (3) This 


being the case, the number of these persons must have been small. The church 


itself could not. have been, at this time, a large one, and the number in the mem- 
bership of such a church, who had died within such a period, could not have been 
large. (4) These first deaths in the little community occasioned to the survivors 
not merely grief, but grief of a peculiar sort. It was feared that, by dying so 
early, they had lost the future blessedness which the Christian believers hoped for 


‘at the Lord’s coming. They had died too soon. (5) The Thessalonians, who had 
this distress at the supposed fate of their friends, expected the Lord’s coming at an 
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early time. They thought that ae should live to see it—other wise thet pecu- 
liar grief respecting these deceased persons, and their views as indicated in the 2d 

~Ep,, cannot be explained. (6) Ii is to persons under these cirenmstances, in this 
‘state of feeling, and with these views, that the Apostle is writing. He writes for 
the purpose of jenirecting their misapprehension (ot béAouer dpar ayvoeiv, ver. 18), 
and in order that, by this means, he might keep them from losing hope for those 
who had died. These points must be borne in mind in considering the questions 
connected with the passage. 

-(b) In his attempt thus to comfort their heats and correct their mistake, he 
Glasses himself and his readers, by the use of the emphatic jueic and the contrast 
of the qyeig (as “ the living,” “the survivors to the coming of the Lord”) with the 
“dead (rade xouuptévrac, ver. 15, of vexpoi, yer. 16), among thase who will be alive at 
the end. The question necessarily arises whether he does this because he thought 
that the Parousia was so near that the readers and himself might, not improbably, 
live to see it, or whether, on the other hand, he merely unites himself by what is” 
sometimes called the “communicative we ” with the persons, who may be alive at 
the end, whenever in the indefinite and distant future (after many centuries, as it 
has proved) the end shall. come. With respect to this question, the following 
points must, be noticed :-—(1) Paul nowhere else uses the communicative we in the 
way of uniting himself with persons who helong exclusively, or may belong ex- 
clusively, to a remote future. The passages which are sometimes cited, and in 
which he thus associates himself with other Christians, or with a certnin party of 
whom he does not altogether approve, or in which he places himself with those 
of Jewish views or with sinful:men, are net in point; for, in all these vases, a pos- 
sibility of common experience can easily be thought of, since the persons alluded 


to, or representatives of the classes to which they belong. are contemporaries with 











himself. (2) The proper limits of this communicative “we” seem to be passed, when 
the persons referred to, other than the writer or speaker, belong to a future.age. 
There must be some probability of a participation by the person using. this we in 
the experience of those whom he has to associate with himself in using it, or it 
does ftot occur to the mind to adopt this form of expression. (8) It would seem 
especially difficult for the Apostle to lave made this use of we in the present case 
for three reasons, namely (a) because the readers, inasmuch as they believed that 
- they would live to the Parousia, would almost necessarily understand quci¢ as re- 
ferring to the writer and themselves; (7) because the contrast which they made 
beween themselves and the xounGévrec, in this regard, would seem to them to be’ 
confirmed. by the contrast which they found him making; (z :) beet use there was 
nothing to suggest the use of queic, if there was no expectation in his mind that 
the readers and himself might be among the wepiAcumduevoc—(4). The correction 
- which Paul makes of their error indicates his state of mind. THe does not declare 
their error to consist in the fact that they were expecting the Parousia in the 
near future, whereas that event was to be looked for only in the remote Juture; he 
does not say to them, that. they need not be troubled with reference to the dying 
~ of these friends so early, for death had come to them only 2 little earlier than it 
would come to themselves; and that they had: fallen into a mistake as to the 
whole matter.. On the other hand, he says, in substance, They have not lost the 
future blessedness by dying | before. the Lord’ comes. When He comes, they will 
_.. vise, and we who survive, (you, who are grieving for them, and I), shall be caught 
mp to meet them. As he pack: to the Corinthians five years later, The dead will be | 
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raised, and we shall be changed (1 Cor. xv. 52).—(5) It is doubtful whether any 

preacher of the present day—whether believing that the Parousia is at an indefi- 

nite remove in the distant future, or that, though wholly uncertain as to its date, 

it may possibly come within a few years—would use this form of expression to 

persons having the views on the subject which the Thessalonians had, and being 

in. just the state of mind, in which they were, respecting those of their number 

who had recently died... The language seems to be adapted to a state of expecta- 

_ tion which borders more nearly on confidence, than that which is in the minds of 
either of the classes alluded to. 

(c) The following facts are to be remarked in connection with the passages.in — 
Paul’s writings which bear upon this subject:—(1) None of them are in their ex- - 
pressions inconsistent with the expectation of the coming of the Lord at.an early © 
period. (2) Some of them (ase.g. Rom. xiii. 11f, 1 Cor. i. 7, 8), although not 

necessarily carrying with them this idea, gain a.special force and emphasis, if they 
bes are interpreted as involving it.. Others (as 1 Cor. xv. 51, 52 and the present 
verses) indicate, by the peculiar language employed, such an expectation, if the 
language is to be interpreted naturally and strictly. (8) If, however, the Apostle 
had such an expectation, he did not have it in such away as to involve necessarily 
a belief that none of his readers would die before the Parousia, or a feeling that it 
was absolutely certain that he should not himself die. Writers who aflirm, that, 
if quetg refers to the Apostle and his readers, the verse must be understood as in- 
volving a declaration that not a single one of them would die, affirm what this 
reference of yuei¢ does not, by any means, necessitate —(4) We find statements in 
_ his writings which show that he thought that certain things were to take place 
before the end—the filling up of the times of the Gentiles, the conversion of the 
Jews, the manifestation of the man of sin, Rom. xi. 25f; 2 Thess. ii.2i8 The 
date of the Parousia, accordingly, must have been, to his view, so far removed 
from the date of the writing of these Epistles as to allow time for the accomplish- 
ment of these things betore it should arrive—(5) As the time of the end is ex- 
pressly excluded by Christ (Acts i.7) from the subjects on which Divine revela- 
tion is made, the apostles may naturally not have heen enlightened in regard to 
this matter, as they were with reference to other subjects. . 











LV. Vy. 18-18, 


As to the individual words and phrases of this passage, we may notice the 
following points:—(a) That tv kexoymuévov refers to the Christians who had 
died in Thessalonica, and not to deceased Christians generally, is evident from the 
use of the aorist xoweaptévrag, which is substituted for it in vv. 14,15; from the 
verb AimyoSe; from the 18th verse; and from the general character and impres- 
sion of the passage. The same reference to the Thess. church is probably to be 
understood, for the reasons mentioned, if the reading Tay xowopéven is adopted. | 

_=(b) The exact state of mind of the survivors with regard to these persons is 
indicated by the reference to the heathen, who have no hope, and by the 14th 
verse. They were in grief because they feared that these friends, whom they had 
known as fellow-members of their church, would not be with Jesus in the — 
kingdom.—(c) The objection made by many writers against connecting 6:4 Tod 
"Inood (ver. 14) with d&e—that this verb would, thus, have two modifying phrases 

(through Jesus—with Him), can hardly be regarded as of weight, for the former 
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connects: the resurrection of the dead with J esus, as by means. of Him (1 Cor. xv. 
22), and the latter unites itself closely with the verb, as expressing, by the com- 


_ pound phrase, the thought which was designed to meet the need of the readers. 


The somewhat “dragging” character of the expression, if this construction is 
adopted,—which is urged as an objection by Alf. and others,—is worthy of consid- 
eration. BR. V. reads as above in the margin, but connects with Koeydéivtag (ure 

fallen asleep in Jesus) in the text—(d) Alf, who agrees with Ltinem. in supposing 
that Paul expected to live to the time of the Parousia, says of ver. 15, “It must 
be borne in mind, that this inclusion of himself and his hearers among the 
Cévrec does not in any way enter into the fact revealed and here announced— 


_ which is respecting that class of persons only as they are, and must: be, one portion 
-of the faithful at the Lord’s coming; not respecting the question, who shall and 


who shail not be among them in that day.” The word #usi¢, that is, is not a part of 


‘the Adyo¢ eupiov. Comp. Liinem.’s remark, that the context shows that the Adyo¢ 


xvpiov isto be thus limited and explained.—(e) ¢?dowuev seems to imply such a 
« wetting before” them as involves the idea of their losing-the blessedness. This 
is the suggestion of the preceding eontext, so that the verb is not merely equiva- 
lent to being first, in contrast to the dead being first (in ver. 16)—(/) As cam- 
pared with 1 Cor. xv. 41, 42, the order of the facts is the same—the rising of the 
dead first, afterwards the translation of the living. In 1 Cor, however, the 
bodily change which comes to the living is made prominent; here, on the other 
hand, it is the removal from the earth to meet the Lord. Jn 1 Cor, also, the 
appearance of the Lord ig not set forth, as it does not come within the sphere of 
the thought. The trampet sound is there alluded to only as an indication of time, 


and as connected with the other expressions (a moment, the twinkling of an eye) 


which refer to the instantaneousness of the change.—(g) The passage does not, in 
its statements, go beyond the fact of the meeting with the Lord and the subse- 
quent union with Him. This was all that the Thessalonians necded in order to 


~ meet their error and consequent grief. This was the word by which they might 


comfort one another. But—~so far as the passage. offers any suggestion at all on 


the subject—the intimation of what is here said is unfavorable to the idea of a 


personal reign of Christ as physically present on earth, and favorable to that of 


an abiding of His people with Him elsewhere. They go to Him, and are to be 


ever with Him. 
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CHAPTER V 


Iw ver. 2 Lachm. Tisch. and Ellicott, after BD EF GX, 17, 67** et al., read 
only juépa, But the Receptus 7 juépa isto be retained. The article was omitted 
in consequence of the similar letter at the beginning of the following word.—Ver. 
3. “Oray 2éyaow] Elz. Matth. read Orav yap déywow. But ydp is wanting in A F 


GS* 17, 44, al, m. Syr. It. Tert. Cypr. Ambrosiaster, ed., and instead of it B D- 


EES**** Copt. Syr. p. Chrys. Theodoret have 6é (bracketed by Lachm.). This 
diversity of authorities makes it highly probable that Paul wrote only “Oray 
(received by Griesb. Scholz, Tisch., Alford and Ellicott), but that at a later period, 
after the relation of ideas was defined, a ydp or a dé was inserted for explanation — 
Ver. 4. Elz. has 7 quépa tude. Instead of this Lachm. Tisch. 1 and Ellicott 
have tud¢ 7 jépa, Correctly ; for this position is not only required by predomi- 

ant attestation (A DEF G, al, Vulg. It. Chrys. in comm.), but also by the 
internal design of the discourse.—Elz. has ag KAéwry¢. o¢ KAéxtac, aceepted by 
Lachm, (not Tisch.), is not sufficiently attested by A B, Copt., and unsuitable by 
the change of the image without any reason—Ver. 5. wévte¢ ydp] Elz. Matth. 
read ravreg. Againsi ABDE FG LN 17, 23, al, perm. edd. Syr. utr. Arr. 
Copt. Aeth. Arm. Slay. ed. Vulg. Tt. Clem. Chrys. Theodoret, Theoph. Ambro- 
siast. Aug. Pel.—Elz. has ot« éouév. ov« éoré, found in D* F G, Syr, It. Harl.** 
Marian, Ambrosiast., is a correction for the sake of conformity with the preced~ 
ing.—Ver. 6 Elz. has we xai of Aoewot. Lachm. and Tisch. 1 and 8 read o¢ oi Avert, 
But the omission of xaiis not sufficiently attested by A (B?) 8* 17, al, Syr. Arr. 
Aeth. Vulg. ms. Clem. (bis) Antioch, According to Schott, «ai is a gloss from iv, 
13 (?).—Ver. 13. Instead of the Receptus irepexrepiocoot, B D* F G, al. have 
imepexrepiocae, Preferred by Lachm. Tisch., Alford and Ellicott. Probably 
original: trepexrepioc@s, not occurring elsewhere, being corrected according to 
iii. 10 and Eph. iii. 20.—Instead of év abroi¢, which D* F G 8, 47, al. pl. edd. Syr. 
Erp. Aeth. Slay. ms. Vulg. [t. Chrys. Theodoret, Codd. ap. Theophl. Ambrosiast, 
ed, Pelag. require, Tisch. 8 has received, and Griesh. has commended to special con- 
sideration, év éavroig of the Receptus is to be retained, with Matth. Lachm, Scholz, 
Tisch. 7 Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott and Reiche. ’Ev airoi¢ arose because eipyvetbere 
ép éavroi¢ was not considered an independent exhortation (on which account a xai 
is inserted by 8* before elpyvetere), since these few words are found inserted between 


two exhortations, of which the first was introduced by the formula é¢pwrayev dé - 


tuac, and the second by rapaxaAoiuev dé tdg—Ver. 15. nat cig dAAFAove| so Elz. 
Matth. Tisch, 2 and 7, and Alford. xaéis disputed by Griesb. Correctly erased 
by Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. 1 and 8, and Ellicott after A B E F G 8* min, 
perm. Syr. Arr. Copt. Vulg. ed. It. Ambrosiast. ed. Pelag—Ver. 18. Elz. has Tovro 
yap VéAnua cod, Lachm, reads Lotro ydp éorw GéAnua Ocov, Although toriv is 
found in D* I* F G, 87, al., Vulg. It. Slav. Ambrosiast. Pel., yet the change of 
its position (sometimes after ydp, sometimes after JéAyua, sometimes after Oeoi) 
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7 hetrays it to te an insertion. —Ver. 21. névra 2 ae Elz. Tisch. 2, Bloomfield: read 
omdvra. But dé (BD EF G K LS**** min, plur. edd. Aeth. Slav. Vulg. It. Clem. 
[bis] Bas, Chrys. [in textu] Damase. Theoph. ee ed, Pel., recommended 
by Griesb., received by Matth. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch: 1, 7 and 8, Alford and 
Ellicott alo preferred by Reiche) was easily absorbed by the first syllable of the 
following word, dokud¢ere—Ver. 27. Instead of the Reeeptus dprifa, Lachm, Tisch. 
Alford and Ellicott have correctly accepted. évopxife, after A B D* K, 71, 80, al, 

Auct. Synops. Euthal. (in hypoth.) Damase. toig. ddeApoig] lz. Matth, Sol iolz 
Bloomtield, Ellicott, Reiche, Tisch. 7, read toc¢ ayioug adeAgoic, But dyiow is want- 
ingin BDEF GS* min. Aeth. It. Damase. Ambrosiast. Cassiod. Suspected 


ee ~ by Griesb. Correctly erased by Lachm. Tisch. 1, 2, 8, and Alford. 


Conrewts.—Concerning the period of the commencement of the advent 
the readers require no instruction, They themselves well knew that the 
day of the Lord will suddenly break in, as a thief in the night. Therefore 
as children of the light they are to be watchful, and to arm. themselves 
with the spiritual armor of faith, love, and hope, comforted with the assur- 

ance that God has not appointed them to destruction, but to eternal sal- 
vation through Jesus Christ who died for us, that we, whether living or 
dead, may receive ashare in His glory. Therefore they are to comfort 
and edify one another (vv. 1-11)... They are to esteem: those who had the 
rule over them, to be peaceful among themselves, to admonish the unruly, 
to encourage the faint-hearted, to assist the weak, and to be forbearing 
toward all men. No one is to repay evil with evil. They are always to 
retain Christian joyfulness, to pray continually, to thank God for all 
things. They are not to quench the Spirit, nor to despise propheey, but 


to prove all things, and to preserve the good. May God sanctify them 


thoroughly, in order that they may be blameless at the coming of Christ 
(vy, 12-24). After'an exhortation to the readers to pray for him, to salute 
all the brethren, and to read the Epistle to the whole assembled congre- 
gation (vy. 25-27), the apostle concludes with a Christian benediction 
(ver. 28). 
(2) Vy. 1-3. A. reminder of the sudden and unexpected entrance of the 
advent. : 
Ver, 1. [On vy. 1-11, see Note LVI. pages 560-561.] Tept d3 ray ypdvev nat 
_..Tév xaipir'] but concerning the times and periods, é.e. concerning the time and 
_ hour, se, of the advent. [LYI b.} The conjunction of these two words 
frequently oceurs; comp. ~. g. Acts i.7; Dan. ii. 21; Eccles. iii, 1, yndvog 
denotes time in general; xapéc, the definite point of time (therefore 
usually the favorable. moment for a transaction). See Tittmann, de 
synonym. L. p. 89 ff. Paul puts the plural, because he thinks ona plurality 


of acts or incidents, in which partly preparation is made for the advent. 


(2 Thess, ii. 3), and partly it is accomplished. That, moreover, the 
apostle, although he has not treated of the advent in itself, but only of an 


entirely special objection regarding it, feels necessitated also to make the: 


- commencement of the advent a subject. of explanation, i is an evident inti- 


= mation an this point: also formed. the subject of frequent Cecneacn 

















owap, v. 1, 2. 7 BAB 


among the Thessalonians. Yet on account of the relation of the second 
Epistle to the first, the opinicn that the return of Christ was immediately 
to be expected was not yet difftised—ob ypeiav éxete] a praeteritio, as in iv. 
9, The reason why the readers did not require instruction on the time 
and hour of the advent, is neither because instruction concerning it would 
not be useful to them (Oecumenius: &¢ aciuoopor 6 dé ye TlabAog owe gdec 


ait, x tay appitor cat todo kavdv, Theophylact, and others), nor also. 


because no instruction can be given concerning it (Zwingli, Hunnius, 
Estius, Fromond.,, Flatt, Pelt, Baumg.-Crusius, Koch, and many others), but 
because the Thessalonians were already sufficiently acquainted with it from 
the oral instruction of the apostle. Accordingly the apostle adds— 
Ver. 2, Airoi ydp] For ye yourselves, emphatically contrasted with the 
person of the writer, as in iv. 9.—dx:Bdc| exactly, i.e. very well—By the 
- qpépa xvpiov, Hammond, Schoettgen, and Harduin arbitrarily understand 
the time of the destruction of Jerusalem; Nicolas de Lyra, Bloomfield, 
and others, the day of each man’s death; Oecumenius, Theophylact, and 
Zwineli, the death of the individual and the end of everything earthly. 
qeépa xopiov Can only be another expression for wapovcia rod Kvpiov, iv. 15, 
and denotes, as everywhere else, the near impending period, when the 
present order of the world will come to an end, and Christ in His glory 
will rettun to the earth for the resurrection of the dead, the general judg- 
ment, and the completion of the kingdom of God; comp. 2 Thess. 11.2; 1 
Cor. i. 8, v. 53 2 Cor. i 14+ Phil..i.-6,.10; 11-16; Besides, the € corr ésponding 
expression MT? OV, is used in the Old Testament to denote a time in 
which God will manifest in a conspicuous manner His penal justice, or also 
His power and goodness; comp. Joel i. 15, i. 11; Ezek. xiii. 5; Isa. i. 
Q—ae cérrne ev veri] as a thief in the night, sc. épyerac; comp. 2 Pet. iii. 10. 
The figure is designed to depict the suddenness and unexpectedness of the 
coming; comp. Matt. xxiv. 48; Luke xii. 89. Others, as Flatt, Schott, 
and Alford (similarly also Hofmann and Riggenbach), find expressed 
therein the further reference that the day of the Lord will also be terrible 
to all those who are no properly prepared for it. But this further idea is 
not contained in ver. 2, but only meets us in what follows, The compari- 
son de KAérrye év voxti was undoubtedly the chief reason of the opinion in 
the ancient church, that the advent is to be expected at night (more spe- 
cifically, on an Easter-eve), which gave rise to the vigils, as one wished to 
be overtaken in a waking condition by the return of Christ.~—obrac]| even 
so, a strong resumption of the preceding o¢—The present fpyere is not 


here used instead of the future édeboera (Vorstius, Koppe, Flatt, Pelt), but. 


1Comp. Lactantius, Znstitt. vii. 19: “Haee — similitudinem  Aegyptii temporis, quando 
, est nox, quae a nobis propter adventum regis | pascha celebratum est et exterminator venit, 
“ae Dei nostri pervigilio celebratur; ecujus et dominus super tabernacula:transiit. ... 


noctis duplex, ratio est, quod in ea et vitam 
tum recepit, quum passus est, et postea orbis 
terrae regnum recepturus est.” Jerome on 
Matt. xxv.6 (vol. vii. p. 203): “Traditio Judae- 


orum est, Christum media nocte venturum in: 


35 


Unde reor et traditionem apostolicam.per- 
mansisse, ut in die vigiliarum paschae ante 
noctis dimidium populos dimittere non liceat, 
exspectantes adventum Christi.” 
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is designed to characterize the coming ‘thus taking g place as an absolute 
and certain truth. See re By ne p. 871; Winer, p. 249 [E. T. 


265]. 


Ver. 8. Paul carries on in a vivid manner (therefore asy, yndetically)) the 


~ description of the sudden and unexpected nature in which the advent is 
_ to break in, whilst he indicates that precisely at the time when man fan- 
. cles himself in. the greatest security, the advent will oceur. But with this 


thought isthe wider and more special thought blended, that they who dream 


- of security and serve earthly things will reap the fruit of their carelessness, 


namely, destruction.—trav A£ywor] when they shall say, when it is said. As 


| the subject of the verb, the apostle naturally thinks not on the inhabitants 


of Jerusalem (Harduin), but, as is evident from the nature of the expres- 
sion of opinion added, and from the apodosis, unbelievers and merely 
nominal Christians, the children of this world; comp. Matt. xxiv. 388 ff; 
Luke xvii. 26 {For the pious and true Christian never abandons ice 
self to the feeling of security, but is. oe mindful of his salvation with 
fear and trembling; comp. Phil. ii, 12.—elpfvy nal dagddeva] se. doriv; comp. 
Ezek. xiii, 10.—égiorara] imminet, or it surprises them.—éxpbyacu'| stands 
absolutely... Camerarius and others unnecessarily supply rév Gdedpov. 
Moreover, de Wette justly remarks, that in the comparison of the pangs 
of a pregnant woman, the supposition is contained that the advent is close 
at hand; for although the day and the hour, indeed, is not known to her, 
yet the period of her bearing is proximately known.! 


“Remarn—lIf bray dé (see critical remark) is read, we might, with Schott, 


~- whom Koch follows, find the following contrast with avrot in ver. 2. expressed : ye 


indeed know certainly that the day of the Lord will infallibly and suddenly arrive ; 


but the day of the Lord, bringing destruction, will surprise the unbelieving anil 


ungodly, who live in tercleenee and security. But were such an emphatic oppo- 


sition of persons the intention of the apostle, he would have attached to the simple 


verb brav. 62 Aéywor ‘a particular personal designation, Besides, airo/, ver, 2, 


already forms a contrast with the person of the writer, ver. 1; aecondiugly, it is 
~ improbable that avroi, yer. 2, should be so emphatically placed first, in order at 


the same time to introduce a contrast to third persons who are not mentioned 


until ver. 3. Lastly, it is evident from the context that it is by no means the 


design of the apostle to explain that the day of the Lord will befall Christians pre- 


pared, but unbelievers unprepared ; but he purposes to remind them only of the 


sudden and cancun entrance of tne ta ttself. 


® Wy. 4-41, Exhoriation to be ready and prepared for tha « coming of 


the advent, occasioned and also softened: by the previous indication of 
. their character as “of the light,” which the readers by reason of their . 
peculiarity. ag Christians See: ; 


‘Comp. Theodoret: ofddpa. mpéarbopov oad . pas: €60b8xOquer... Oecumenius: Kadas & 73 


ven wapabstyua’ Kat yap ) xlovoa older ore bépe vrdéderyna Tédexe ths ev. yarrpl éxovons Kat 
TO: -8uBpvar, dyvort 82 thy roy edivey Katpév. yap Kal airy onueta wey Eyer Tod. récov oA, 
ee otra Kal nests, bre. wey ameavirera Tar. dAwe ab aris 38 Ths Gpas }. rhs haépas: ove at: 
ae wdeeae, ieee gaping. de auray Toy baad ovda eg ee ee wd Leaks 














CHAP. Vv. 3-7. - 547 

Ver. 4. 'Yweic 5é] but ye, in contrast to the unbelieving and worldly- 
minded described in ver. 3.—éoré] indicative, not imperative; for other- 
Wise ui éove would require to be written instead of ob« ésré (see Schmalfeld, 
Syntaz des Griech. Verb. p. 148), not to mention that, according to the 
Pauline view, Christians as such, i.e.in their ideas and principles, are no 
more oxdroc, but gH év xia; comp. Eph. v. 8; 2 Cor. vi. 14; Col, i. 12. 
The expression oxéroc, darkness, [LVI d.] here occasioned by the compari- 
BON we Klémry¢ év voxti, ver. 2, is a designation of the ruined condition of 
the sinful and unredeemed world, which in its estrangement from God is 
neither enlightened concerning the divine will, nor possesses power to 
fulfill it.—ina tude 4 juspa x.7.d.] By tude placed first the readers are fit- 
tingly and emphatically brought forward in opposition to those described. 
in ver. 3.—iva is not é«Baruée in the sense of so that (Flatt, Pelt, Olshausen, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, and others), but reduc: that, or. in order 
that. But the design contained in a is to be referred to God. Paul 
intends to say: Ye are not among the unbelieving world alienated from 
God, and thus the design which God has in view tn reference to that unbe- 
lieving and. alienated world, namely, to surprise them by the day of the 
Lord, can have no application to you. Why this design of God can have 
no application to the readers, the apostle accordingly states.— 

Ver. 5, first positively, and then negatively with a general reference to 
all Christians.—viot garde] sons of the light, and viol auépac, sons of the day, 
are Hebraisms: being a concrete mode of expression, in order. to repre- 
sent “belonging to.” Comp. Eph. ii. 2, 8, v. 8; Luke xvi. 8; 1 Pet. i. 14, 
and other passages. See Winer, p. 228 [E. T. 288). guépa is here used as a 
synonym for ¢é¢. The transition from the notion of the day of the Lord 
to the notion of day generally, in contrast to the darkness, was so much 
the more natural, inasmuch as the day of the Lord is according to its 
nature light, before which no darkness can exist, or rather by which every 
impurity of the darkness will be discovered and judged. An entirely 
similar transition from the juépa rod xvpiov to yuépa generally is found in 
Rom, xiii. 12, 18.—To obk éopév voxtig ovd8 oxérove, Estius, Pelt, Schott, and 
others incorrectly again supply viol; for etva, with the simple genitive, is 
the genuine Greek mode of expressing the idea of a possessive. relation. 
See Kiihner, IT. p. 167; Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 165, 

Ver, 6infers from the Christians’ character as children of the light, the 
duty to behave comformably to it, t.¢. to be watchful and sober, that they 
might not betaken unprepared by the day of the Lord —xafebdew] denotes, _ 
under the image of sleep, ¢ carelessness about the eternal. salvation of the 
soul. In Eph. vy, 14 it is of the sleep of sin.—oi Acuroi] the others (comp. iv. 
18; Eph. ii. 8), de. the unbelievers—ypayapetv and videw are alsa con- 
joined in 1 Pet. v. 8. vjdew is the opposite of zeftaxecfac, ver. 7.4 

Ver. 7. A reason for the exhortation in ver.6 by a reference to the 
practice of the outward life—vuerd¢ pedbovcw] refers to the known custom 


1Oecumenius: éviracts éypyydprews Td vApew™ evr yap Kal éypyyopévat kai undey Brasbépew 
xadetdovras. 
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of devoting. ‘the evening ‘and the one for debauchery.—yebicxecbae is 
entirely’ synonymous with pede, It is not to be assumed that the 
change of the verb is intentional, in order to denote with the first. “the 
act of getting drank,” and with the second “the state of being so” (Mack- 
night) ; ; since, as also the analogy of the first half of the sentence proves, 
the progress of the discourse is. contained in the addition of vuxrde, and 
accordingly only the idea already expressed in pefuondpevoe is again taken 
up by pePbovaw. — The view of Baumgarten-Crusius, repeated by Koch and 
- Hofmann, that ver. 7 ista be understood in a figurative sense (comp. 
already Chrysostom and Oecumenius), and that Paul intends to say: “A 
want of spiritual life (xadebde) and immorality (ueSbaxeo8ac) belong to the 
state of darkness (vverde,) thus not to you,” is logically and grammatically 
impossible, since veerée, on account of the same verbs as subjects and 
predicates, can only contain a designation of time. In order to justify the 
above interpretation, of yap catebdovtec cat (ol) uefvonduevor vunrdg elow would - 
require to have been written. — | | 
Ver. 8. [LVI e, f.] The apostle passes over to a new image, whilst he, 

as the proper preparation for watchfulness and sobriety, requires the put- 

ting on of the Christians’ spiritual armor, with the help of which they are 

In a condition victoriously to repel all the assaults of internal and exter- 
‘nal enemies. The apostle delights to represent the Christian under the 
image of a warrior; comp. 2 Cor. x. 4ff; Rom, vi. 15, xiii, 12; and espe- he 
cially Eph. vi. 11 ff Here the transition to this new image was very —. ol 
easily occasioned either by the expression juépa, ver. 5, ink asmiuch as in’ : 
the day one is not only watehful, but also completely clothed ; or by the 
idea, of ypyyopeiv, ver. 6, inasmuch. as whoever watches, must also be pro- 
‘vided with weapons. Whilst in Eph. vi. 11 @ not only weapons of defence, 
~ but also of offence are mentioned, the apostle here names only weapons 
of the first description. He designates as weapons the three principal 
parts of the Christian life—faith, love, and hope; comp. i. 8 and 1 Cor, 
xiii. 18.—nicrewe cal dydrye] are genitives of apposition. ior and dydrp 
do not. import “trust in. God and Christ, and in connection with it 
love to Him and to our fellow-men and to our fellow-Christiuns” (Flatt); but 
_ the first is faith in Christ as the Redeemer, and the latter love to our 
neighbor. The wie and the ayary are a Sépag, a cout of mail (comp. Isa, 
-lix.17; Wisd. v. 19), ie. they protect. the Chriatian’ s heart against the 
inflaences of evil, even as a coat of mail protects the breast of the earthly 
warrior.—xat mepixedaraiay tarida owrnplac| and as c helmet the hope of salva- 
tion. This hope of eternal salvation is so much the more a powerful 
protection against all the attacks and allurements to evil, as it by means 
of a reference to a future better world sustains our courage amidst: trial 
and tribulation, and communicates strength to stedfast endurance—The 

poet is already in Asa. lix. Ww 7 represented a as a symbol of Victory: 





ee 








J ‘This design of ina armor is evident f oni an arming against evil in: order to 0 overcome 
‘the context... Schrader's’ objection to. the — it,” is therefore without: moons 
_ ond Higt # Paul cians or speaks: of ; we 

















CHAP. v. 8-10. 849 

Ver. 9. In this verse does not follow a new reason for the duty of watch- 
fulness and sobriety (Musculus), but a confirmation of the concluding | 
words of ver, 8: éAida cwrypiac. Hofmann strangely perverts the passage : 
érz is to be translated by that (not by for), and depends on éAzida,—a con- 
struction which is plainly impossible by the addition of cwrypiac to éArida, on 
account of which the passage Rom. viii. 21, which Hofmann insists on as 
an alleged analogy, cannot be compared—The construction ra%éfvar or 
Tivecdai tia eig v1, to appoint one for a purpose, to destine one to some- 
thing, is conformable with the Hebrew Oi, Maw, or tn with 9 following; 
comp. Acts xiii. 47; 1 Pet. ii. 8; 1 Tim. i. 19.-ei¢ opyiv| to wrath, i.e., to 
be subject to it, to become its prey; comp. i. 10—dA7 cig mepurachaw 
ourypiac| but to the acquisition of salvation. meperorety Means to cause some- 
thing to remain, to save, to acquire. The middle wepiroceiodae signifies to. 
save for oneself. Therefore sepuroinoce denotes the acquisition, and par- 
ticularly the possession of a people; comp. Eph. i. 14; 1 Pet. ii. 9; Acts 
xx. 28, corresponding to the Hebrew, 7 map 0, by which the a of Israel 
were denominated. God’s holy property; camp. Ex. xix. 5; Deut. vii. 6, 


ete. Here asin 2 Thess. ii. 14 wepurotyore has the ae ‘of acquisition 


generally.—su. tod Kupiov yay "Iycod. Xpisrot] belongs to sepuroigow, not to 
édero (istius), TEven by this grammatical relation of the words, Hof- 
mann’s opinion, that by dé rot kuptav yudv Iyoot Xpiorod the pledge of sal- 
vation is prominently brought forward, is refuted. But the meaning is 


not: per doctrinam eam, quam Christus nobis attulit, non rabbini, non 


philosophi (Grotius), and also not: through the atoning death of our Lord 
Jesus Christ (Ellicott), by which what is contained in ver. 10 would be 
anticipated, but: by faith on Him. 

Ver. 10. That by which the acquisition of salvation is rendered objec- 
tively possible is the death of Christ for our redemption. However, this 
objective. reason of meperoinow curypiag appears, according to the verbal 
expression, here not in causal connection with the preceding; for other- 
wise ver. 10 would have been attached with the simple participle arodavdy- 
roc Without. the article. Rather Paul adds in ver. 10 simply the fact of 
the death of Christ for our redemption as an independent expression, in 
order, by the addition of the final end of His death, to return to the 
chief reason which Jed him to this whole explanation concerning the 
advent, namely, to the comforting assurance that Christians who have 
already fallen asleep at the entrance of the advent will, as well as those 
who are alive, be partakers in Christ’s glory.—irép gyév] for our benefit, 
not in our stead (Baumgarten-Crusius). See Meyer on Rom. y. 6.— 
yenyopety and caSebdery cannot here, as formerly, be taken in an ethical 


sense; for in what precedes xadebSew was represented as a mark of the 


unbelieving, of the children of this world, something incompatible with ‘ 
Christians in their character as children of the light. But to understand 
the words in their literal sense, with Musculus, Aretius, and Whitby, that 
is, to interpret them of day and night: “whether the advent happens in 


the day-time or at night,” would be feeble and, trifling. It only remains. 


that waking and sleeping here is to be regarded as a figurative designation 
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of life and death, whether we are vb ne at the ‘advent, or whether we 
are already dead. [LVI g.] Accordingly the same thought i is expressed 
in the sentence with ta, generally considered, which is contained in the 
concluding words of Rom, xiv. 8 (ééy re ov Couev bay. te arodvpaxwper, Tod 
ne éouév)'—On kadeidery of death, comp. LXX. Dan. xii. 2; 25am. vil. 
. Ps, lxxxviii, 5—On eire . . . eire, with the conjunctive, see Wi iner, p. 
976 [E. T. 294] Buttm. p. 191 [E. T. 221. Jina] does not belong to ov arg 
(Hofmann, Riggenbach), but to Gyowper. . It here corresponds to the 
Hebrew 7M, altogether. (Rom. iii, 12 , so that it emphatically brings for- 
ward the similar share in the Cyv abv Xpiorp for all Christians, whether 
‘living or dead. ipower more specific than éodue$a, iv. 17; for being 
united with the Lord is a partaking of His glory. According to Hot. 
mann (comp. also Miller on de Wette), ¢jowuev is designed to denote 
only a state of life- fellowship with Christ, so that there is indicated by it 
not something future but the present condition of Christians. But this 
weakening of the verbal idea militates against the context of our passage, 
as it hag for its contents questions respecting the advent, and we are re- 
minded of the period of the advent by ele opyjv and cig wepuroigowy cwrnpiag 
directly preceding. Besides, Paul, if he would have expressed nothing 
~ more than “a fellowship of life with Christ, for which the distinction, of 
~ gorporeal life and death is indifferent,” would much more naturally have 
- waitten abrot Guev (comp. Rom. xiv. 8) instead of civ air@ Chowper. 
Ver. 11. Ac] therefore, se. because we will undoubtedly be made par- 
ie takers of the glory of Christ, brings the preceding explanation to a conelu- 
* gion; comp. dere, iv. 18.—rapaxateiv’] [LVI h.] Grotius, Turretin, Flatt, 
Pelt, de Wette, Koch, Hofmann, and others interpret it as “to exhort: a 
- More correctly, it is to be taken, as in iv. 18, “to comfort.” For (1) the 
exhortation begun in ver. 6 has already, in vv. 9, 10, been changed into 
words of comfort and consolation ; (2) vv. 10, 11 stand i in evident parallelism, 
with chap. iv. 17, 18.—nat olxodopetre ig tiv eva] and. edify one the other. 
- Paul considers the Christian church, as also the individual Christian, as ¢ 
holy building, a holy temple of God which is in the course of construc- 
_ tion; comp. Eph. fi. 20 ff; 1 Cor. iti, 16; 2 Cor. vi. 16. Accordingly 
-< oixodopeiy ig a figure ative designation of Christian progress generally ; comp. 


es 1 Cor. viii, 1, x, 28, xiv. 4.—tic ov éva] equivalent to daAjAove, see Kypke, 


Observ. sacr, TL. p. 889. Comp. of café’ éva, Eph. v.83, Faber Stapulensis, 
Whitby, and Rickert (Romerbr. IT. p. 249) read eg trav éva, but differ from 
one another in their renderings, - Faber Stapulensis finds the thought: 
“ aedificate vos mutuo ad unum usque, h. e. nullum omittendo ;” Whitby 
explains its “ edity Jourselyes into one body; ” lastly, Riickert maint Ans 


olxodopety él roy iva is used “ in- order to denote the One, Christ, as the 


1 By this ata with -Rorh: ‘sty. 8, i the: 7 Mark: and Linke say. concerning it, We do | 


objections of Schrader against our passage — not find here the words taught bythe. Holy 
gre. settled, who thinks that.“ the manner-in ©: Spirit as we are accustomed to ‘hear from 
which the death of Christ and His coming ~. Panl, but the. words from tradition, such 


again are spoken of, is not similar to what is. “aS were at a later. period « prevalent BnOng : 


: found elsewhere in Paul, but rather to what Christians!” or 
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foundation on whom the building should be reared.” But in the first 
case Paul would have written gu évéc (comp. Rom. iii. 12), in the 
second cig gy (comp. Eph. ii. 14), and in the third éx? 76 Si (comp. Eph. 
iL, 19).—xavd¢ cal roveire] a laudatory recognition, that the olxodopely had 
already begun with the readers; comp. iv. 1, 10. 

Vv. 12-24. Miscellaneous exhortations, and the wish ,that God would 
sanctify the Thessalonians completely for the coming of Christ. 

Ver. 12. [On vv. 12-24, see Note LVII. page 561.] The apostle com- 
‘mences with an exhortation to a dutiful conduct toward the rulers of the 
church.—éé] can only be a particle of transition to a new subject. It 
were possible that ver. 12 might be in the following closer connection with 
ver. 11: Certainly I have praised you, because you seek to edify one 
another ; but this by no means excludes the duty of treating those who 
are appointed for the government of the church with becoming esteem 
and respect.) At all events, it appears from this that Paul considered this 
exhortation in respect to the rulers of the church necessary, to prevent the 
Thessalonians failing in any way in the respect due to them.—eidévac] to 
recognize, sc. what they are, according to their nature and position, i.e. in 
_ other words, highly to value, highly to esteem. Comp. érywaoxew, 1 Cor. 
xvi. 15, and YT, Prov. xxvii. 23; Ps. exliv.3; Nah. i. 7—Paul does not by 
Komiavrag, xpoicrapévove, and vouteroivra indicate different classes of persons 
(Bernard a Picon and others), for otherwise the article toé¢ would have 
been repeated before the two last predicates; but the same men, namely, 
the mpecBirepo:, whom the apostles were accustomed to place in newly 
founded churches, and who in apostolic times were not different from the 
érickowoc; comp. Tit. 1.5, 7; Acts xx. 17, 28; Winer, bibl. Realwérterb. 2d 
ed, vol. I. p. 217 f These presbyters are at first named generally comévrag 
iv byiv] those who labor among you, t.e.in your midst (Museulus. Zanch., 
Flatt, Pelt, Hofm. et al. erroneously explain it: on you, in vobis se. docendis, 
monendis, consolandis, aedificandis), in order to make it appear. before- 
hand that the eldéva:, the esteeming highly, was a corresponding duty due 
to the preshyters on account of their labor for the church. The expres- 
sion koravrag might, on account of its generality, have been understood 
of any member of the church they liked; therefore, in order with comévrag 
to make them think definitely on presbyters, Paul adds by way of expla- 
nation, cat mpoiorapévoveg kai vouderodverac, by which presbyters are more 
particularly described, according to the diversity of their official functions, 
namely, as such to whom it belongs, first, to direct the general and exter- 
nal concerns of the church; and to whom, secondly, the office of teaching 
and exhortation is assigned.2—év xvpig] in the sphere of the Lord, a limita- 
tion of mpoicrauévovg. Theophylact: ob« év roig koopuxoig mpoiorarai ov, G2 


tAlready Chrysostom closely unites ver. 
12 with ver. 11, but determines the connection 
jn the following form not much to be com- 
mended: 'Eredy elrev oixoSopetre els tov Eva, 
tye ph voulowsw, dre eis. To THY Sbackddwy a§t- 
gpa. adtods dvipyaye, ToUTO émiyaye, Movovovxt - 


Adywr, Gre xa dpiv éwrérpeya oixodowmeivy GAAR- 
Aous' ob yap Suvaroy wavra Toy dudeKadoy elmecr. 

2Ineorrectly. Theodoret: ra 6€ mpotorape- 
vous. Unay év Kupi@ avti tod trepevyomevous 
pov Kai. 7d Ged Thy drip ipav meeoBelay - 
mpoopépovtas. ” 
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éy roig cata Kbpiov.—voud er iy] to ‘ay to aart hen eo ite to instruct and — 
admonish. Itrefers particularly to the management of Ghristian disci- 


pline, yet Christian instruction genera. ally i is not excluded from it, Comp. 


also Kypke, Obs. II. p. 339 f. 


Ver. 18. Kal pyeicta: abroic] is bi Theadoret, Estius, Grotius, Wolf, Baum- 


garten, Koppe, de Wette, Koch, Bloomfield, and others, connect ted with 


> 


brepexrrepicaaic, ' ‘and to esteem very highly, to value muc h,” to which éy 


dydrq is added as a supplementary statement, to express’ that this esteem 


is not to be founded on. fear, but on love, or is to express itself in love. 


‘But the requirement to esteem highly is already, ver. 12, expressed by 
‘sidévax, Add to this that #yeio@u, in order to denote the idea of high 
esteem or regard, requires an additional clause, as rept. wAelovoc, OY wept 


naelarav; but the adverb tmepexrepiccde cannot represent that additional 
clause. We must therefore, with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Beza, Flatt, Pelt, Schott, Olshausen, Alford, Ellicott, Hofmann, Riggen- 
bach, and others, unite pyelatac with é aydry, by which, along with the 


_ duty of high esteem, ver. 12, the duty of Jove toward the rulers of the church 
‘js specially brought forward. The formula jysiofa tava tv dydry, to hold a 
person in Jove, to cherish toward him a loving disposition, is not without 
~ harshness, but hag its analogy in the genuine Greck construction, &yeu 


rod. év dpyy (Thucyd, ii, 18). Others less suitably compare yyeiotai re év 


Kptest, LXX. Job xxxv. 2.—did 1d Epyov abrév] for their works’ (office) sake, 
ee e. first, on account of the labor which is connected with it; but secondly 
_ and chiefly, because it is an office in the service of Christ.—eipyvebere dv, 
_- dauroic] preserve peace among yourselves, comp. Rom. xii. 18; 2 Cor. xiii 
115. Mark ix. 50. . gv éavroie is equivalent. to dv ddaqaow, see Ktihner, IT. 
- -p. 825; Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 273. The words contain an independent 
. exhortation to be separated from the preceding, the apostle passing from . 
_ the conduct enjoined respecting rulers, to the conduct enjoined generally 


of the readers to one another. Chr ysostom, Theodoret, Faber Stapulensis, 
Zwingli, Calvin, Bullinger, Balduin, Cornelius a Lapide, Ernest Schmid, 


-Fromond.,. and ‘others, adopting the reading év atbroi¢ (seb critical note), 


have indeed explained it: “preserve peace with them, the presbyters,” 


but without grammatical justification, because for this eipyvetere per’ abréy 


would be required, comp. Rom. xii. 18. 

“Ver. 14; “Araxtoc] is especially said of the soldier who does not remain 
in his rank and file (so inordinatus in Livy); then of people who will not 
conform to civil regulations; then generally disorderly. Here the apostle 
alludes to those members of the Thessalonian .church who, instead of 


applying themselves to the duties of their calling, had given themselves 


up to an unregulated and unsteady nature and to. idleness, comp. iv. 11; 
2 Thess, iti. 6,11. We are not. to: understand, with Chrysost om, Oe 


“ menius, Theophylact, Estius, Fromond., Turretin, Benson, Bolten, Bloom- 
field, and others, the presbyters as the subject of vovereize, but, as’ is. 


already evident from the addition of. adeAgot, and, generally from the 
similarity of the introductory words. of ver.14 with those of ver. 12, the 
meinbers 0 of the chureh 1 in their totality. : Paul thus here puis it out of the 
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question that the church as such had fallen into. dragia (see on iv. 11). But 
it also follows from these words that the apostle was far removed from all 
hierarchical notions in regard to rulers (Olshausen).—Further, they were 
to comfort, to calm. rode dAcyobyouc] the faint-hearted, the desponding. Paul 
here thinks particularly on those who, according to iv. 18 ff, were pain- 
fully agitated concerning their deceased friends. Yet this does not pre- 
vent us from extending the expression also to such who failed in endur- 
ance in persecution, or who, conscious of some great sin, despaired of the 
attainment of divine grace, etc.—The dofeveic] the weak, whom the chureh 
is to assist, are not the bodily sick, but fellow-Christians who still cling to 
prejudices, and were more imperfect than others in faith, in knowledge, or 
in reference to a Christian life; comp. Rom. xiv. 1,2; 1 Cor. viii. 7, 11, 12. 
—“aKpobvuely | to be long-suffering, denotes the disposition by which we do 
not fly into a passion at injuries inflicted, put bear them with patience and 
‘forbearance, comp. 1 Cor. xili. 4; Eph. iv. 2; Col. iti, 12.—zspie rdvrac] to 
all, is not to be limited to Graxroz, oie and dofeveic’ (Koppe), nor: to 
fellow-Christians (Riggenbach), but i is to be understood of all men gener- 
ally ; comp. ete aAAjaove -Kal cig mavrac, ver. 15. 

Ver. 15. Prohibition of revenge. This is easily and fitly added to the 
command of paxpofuuia.—dpare] take care, take heed. The apostle speaks 
thus, because man is only too ready to gratify his natural inclination to 
revenge... Watchfulness, struggle, and self-conquest are necessary to offer 
resistance to it) tee] sc. tur. Erroneously.Fromond: “ subditorum 
vestrorum.” Also incorrectly de Wette: “Since revenge is entirely 
unworthy of the Christian, so all are not warned against it, but the better 
disposed are exhorted to watch that no outbreaks of it should occur 
(among others).” For (1) the prohibition of revenge is peculiarly Chris- 
tian, corresponding neither to the spirit of heathenism (see Hermann, ad 
Sophoel. Philoct. 679; Jacobs, ad Delect. Epigr. p. 144; in opposition to the 
objections of Jowett, see Ellicott on this passage) nor to that of Judaism 
(comp. Matt. v. 38, 48), But de Wette’s reason makes the prohibition | 
appear as if it were something long known, something evident of itself. 
(2) Also’ the better disposed are not free from momentary thoughts of 
revenge; accordingly also'upon them was that prohibition to be pressed. 
(8) The fulfilling of that command appertains to the imdividual life of 
every one; whereas to guard against the outbreaks of revenge among 
_ others is. only rarely possible. —xaxdv dvrt xaxod rae dsrodoivar] to render to 
any one evil for evil, comp. Rom. xii, 17; 1 Pet. iii. 9; Matt. v. 44.—ra 
yatév| denotes not the useful or agreeable (Koppe, Flatt, Schott, Olshau- 
sen, and others), or “what is good to one” (Ell, Hofm., Miller), nor does it 
contain an exhortation to benevolence (Piscator, Beza, Calixt, Pelt, Baum- 

garten-Crusius, and others), but denotes the moral good; see Meyer on 
Gal. vi. 10.—drdxerv ti] to pursue something, to seek to reach it in the race | 
(Phil. ii. 12, 14), then genera uly a figurative ex pression for striving after a 
thing, comp. Rom. ix. 80, 31, xii. 18, xiv. 19; 1 Cor. xiv. 1. 

Ver. 16. Comp. Phil. iv. 4. Also this exhortation is closely connected 
with the preceding. The readers are to be always joyfully inclined, even 


*, 
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wien the case , indicated i im. ver. Sls eRe sufferings are pr repared 

for them. ‘The Christian can. always feel inspired and elevated with 

internal joy, as he has the. assured confidence that all things promote the 

good of the children of God; comp. Rom. viii. 28; 2 Cor. vi, 10; Rom, 
yy, 8. Ina forced manner Chrysostom, whom Theophylact and others 
follow, refers ver. 16 to the disposition required in yor. 15: ‘Orav yap 
roearay Eyapev “Wuxi, Gore pydéva auivectia, GAAG savrag ebepyereiv, WHEY, elmé 
pot ta THe Aone Kévtpov naperoedOsiv dvvpoerat ; —Algo it deserves to be men- 
tioned as a curiosity that. Koppe and Bolten hold it possible to consider 
mdvrore yaipere as a concluding salutation (intended, but afterwards over- 
looked amid further additions): “Semper bene valere vos jubeat deus!” 
-(Koppe). “ Farewell always !”. (Bolten). 

Ver. 17. One means of promoting Christian joyfulness is prayer) Paul 
also exhorts to pan prayer in Eph. vi. 18, and.to perseverance in 
prayer in Col. iv. 2; Rom. xii, 12, 

Ver. 18. Christians ought not only to pray ‘to God, but also to give 
thanks to. Him, and that é ravri] in everything i.e. under every circum- 
stazce, in joy ag well:as in sorrow; which is different only in form, but 
not in meaning, from wept ravrée, for everything. Incorrectly Estius: in 
omnibus se. bonis; and Flatt: éy avril, se. raipg—rodro] se, th iv ravrt 
ebyapiorev. This is the most natural meaning. Yet it were not incorrect, 
- with Grotius, Schott, and Bloomfield, to refer robro to ver. 17, as prayer 
and thanksgiving form a closely connected unity; comp. Phil. iv. 6; Col. 
iv. 2. Also to refer it even to ver. 16 (Cornelius a Lapide, Alford) may 
- be justified from the same reason. On the contrary, there is no reason to 
refer it to the whole passage from ver. 14 onwards (Musculus, Caloyius, 
_and others), as then raira would require to have been written —0éAnua] 
(se, éorix) denotes will, requirement, as in iv. 8: the article is here wanting, 
becanse the will of God comprehends more than eiyapioreiv: this is only 
one requirement among many. Otherwise Schott, who finds in (fAyua cod 
the divine decree of salvation indicated, According to him, the meaning 
is?“ Hue pertinet sive hoc secum fert decretum divinum (de vobis ¢ 
tum, itemque in Christo positum), ut gratias deo pro omnibus agere 
debeatis. Vos. enim, huic servatori addicios, latere amplius non potest, — 
quaecunque Christianis acciderint, deo volente, corum saluti consulere 
aeternae, Rom. vill. 28 1” But (1) the éeriv to be supplied cannot denote: 
hue pertinet or. hoc secum fert; (2) the article ré would not be w: unting 
either before 6éizua or before év, Xpiord; (3) the reason alleged is intro- 
- duced contrary to the context, and so much the more arbitrarily, as roiro 
yap Ana k.7.2. 8 § dependent clause which is founded on the ; preceding, 
~ notan independent point which requires a reason of ifs own. Storr also 
: takes. Gé2nua as the deeree of redemption, but he understands rodro in the 
- sense of soar; ae is seat h to wae Greck. —éiy Xpiore I: 100%] Christ 


“1 Theophylaet: ty atin fteige 708 deixaipen, aire et raow ds oupbepsvras oupBacvouet, 
a Phy :adeddeurrov. mpogevxhy kai ebxapioriay* 6 5 mpabyhirs ore * Xandy een Seqverh. - 
yep dPtp Beis aude, Te oe: Kat sixapsarety Biadeyes e 
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is, as it were, the vehicle of this requirement, inasmuch as it is made 
known through Him, 

Ver. 19. Comp. Noesselt, in locum P. ap. 1 Thess. Vv. 19-29 disputatio 
(Hzercit. p. 255 ff.) —Lasch, de sententia atque ratione verborum Pauli, xévra 
d& doxiy., TO Kaddv xar., 1 Tha ¥ v. 19-22, Lips. 1834.—The prayer of the 
Christian is an outflow of the Holy Spirit dwelling and working in him; 
comp. Rom. viii. 16, 26. Accordingly the new admonition, ver. 19.is united 
in a natural manner to the exhortations, vv. 17, 18. Schrader’s view 
requires no contradiction. He, indeed, finds in this admonition a genuine 


Pauline reminiscence ; but also an objection against the composition of this 


Epistle by Paul, because “if such an admonition had been necessary for 
the Thessalonians, itis not elsewhere noticed in the whole Epistle.”—rd 


rvevua| is the Holy Spirit, and that as the source of extraordinary gifts—_ 


speaking with tongues, prophecy, etc., as they are more fully described in 
1 Cor. xii. 7 ff Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Oecumenius will have ra 
aveva to indicate either spiritual illumination which fits us for the exer- 
_. cise of Christian virtues, but may be lost by immoral living, or specially 
prophecy (so also Michaelis and others). Both are erroneous on account 
of ver, 20.—1y oBévvore] extinguish not, quench not. The mvedyua is conceived 
as a flame, whilst there is particular reference to the strained and inspired 
speech in which those who were seized by the Spirit expressed themselves? 


Ver. 20. Paul passes from the genus to a species.—popyteia] denotes © 


prophetic discourse. Its nature consisted not so much in the prediction 
of future events, although that was not’ excluded, as in energetic, soul- 
captivating, and intelligent expression of what was directly communi- 
cated by the Holy Ghost to the speaker for the edification and moral ele- 
vation of the church. See Meyer on Acts xi. 27; Riickert on 1 Cor. p. 
448 f,; Fritzsche on Rom. xii. 6. The Thessalonians were not to despise 
these prophetic utterances; they were rather to value them as a form of 
the revelation of the Holy Spirit; comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 5. The undervaluing 
of the gifts of the Spirit, of which some members of the church must at 


least have been guilty, had its reason probably in their abuse, whilst partly | 


deceivers who pursued impure designs under the pretext of having 
received divine revelations, and partly self-deceivers who considered the 
deceptions of their own fancy as divine suggestions, appeared (see 2 Thess. 
ii. 2), and thus spiritual gifts in general might have been brought into dis- 
credit among discerning and calmer characters. 

Ver. 21. The apostle therefore adds to the prescription, to prove all 
things, whether they have their origin from God or not, and to retain the 
good.—ravra dé] but all things, namely, what is brought forward in msbined 


1Similarly Noesselt: mveiua denotes “vim = wace Set duddrrecbat rb ddpyaxov* peigor yap 


divinam, Christianis propriam, h. e. quidquid 
rerum divinarum, deo ita providente, cogno- 
vissent.” 

40n the figurative expression, comp. Galen, 
ad Pison. de Ther. i. 17 (Opp. T. xiii. p. 956, 
Gut. Par. 1639 fol.): éat 8¢ ray aaiSiov wavtd- 


2 Fone in 2 eo “ 

éotiy avTis tis Suvdpews To weyebos tod hap- 
* x ea « a + ~ . . 

pdkov «al Scadve. padiws 76 copa Kal Td Eupu- 


TOY TED LA Taxews efevruat, aarep 8} Kat Thy 
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discourse sauteed: Paul expresses thee same ‘fenudrement of testing | in 


4 Cor. xiv. 29, and according to 1 Cor. xii. 10 there was a peculiar gift of 


- testing spirits, the didmpiae nevada. That, nioreover, this testing can 
only proceed from those who are themselves illuminated by the Holy | 


Spirit was evident to the apostle. The fundamental principle of ration- 
alism,.that the reason as such is the judge of revelation, is not coutained 
in. these words.—rd addr] the good, namely, that is found in the wrdvre. 
Hofmann arbitrarily thinks that “the good generally” is meant, which 
the Thessalonians “as Christians already Bare; and do not now merely 
“oo geek or: oxpeth “fe 
. Ver. 22. With ver. 22 the discourse again reverts to what is paren: 
whilst the requirement to hold fast that which i is good in the discourses of 
the inspire ed yery naturally required the transition to. the further require- 
“ment to keep ata distance from every kind of evil, accordingly also from 
- that which was perhaps intermixed in these discourses. Usually ver. 22 
4s referred exclusively to the discourses of the inspired, so that mdvra dé 


doxiudtere contains the chief point which is then unfolded according to its | 


~ two sides, first positively (rd xaddv xaréyere), and then negatively (ver, 22). 
But ard ravrac eldove wovypod is against this view: ard row wovypoi would 
require to have been written. Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Drusius, Pisca- 

tor, Grotius, Calixt, Calovius, Seb. Schmid, Michaelis, and others find in 
ver, 22 the meaning : avoid all evil appearance. . But (1) eidog never signifies 

appearance. (2) A distorted thought would arise. For as the apostle has 
~ required the holding fast not that which has the appearance of good, but 
that which is aetwally good; so also in ver. 22, on account of the close 
reference of wovgpod to the preceding «adv, the discourse must also be of 
an. abstinence from that which is actually evil. (8) To preserve oneself 
from ali appearance of evil is not within the power of man.—Eldec denotes 
very often the particular kind of a class (the species of a genus).!—rovypod] 
is not to be taken, with Bengel, Pelt, Schott, and others, as an adjective (ab 
omni mala specie), but as a’ substantive (ab omni specie mali). What 
Bengel, Schott and Lasch object against this meaning, that the article rot 
would be required before xovqpod, would be correct if the discourse were 
“specially of the wompdy contained in the rdvra, ver. 21; but is erroneous, 
as rovypot is taken in abstract generality. See Kiihner, Il. pp. 129, 141, 
Comp. Heb. v.14; Joseph. “Ant. vii. 4,.2:. rap elder pédovg ; ibid. x. B13 

- wav eldog rovnpiac “Ver, 22, as well as ver. 21, is peculiarly interpreted by 

— Hansel (Theol, Stud. wu. Krit, 1836, Part 1, p. 170 ff.) Vv. 21, 22. are 
repeatedly cited by Cyril Alexandrinus: as an expression of the Apostle 
Paul, in such a manner that with this citation, and indeed as its contents, 
‘the words yiveobe: ‘Sdkapos tpareliral are united, » Also these words are else- 
oe Beduendly. by the anor united with our passage, being quoted 


jouk Comp. Porphyry, isagoge de quinque Sched “aytuaros el8os. 
Qr A€yerat 88 ‘et8o¢’ kal. ra: tnd. rb- dm o8odey ~. 2Baumgarten-Crusius siscoilan to the inter- 
yévos’ Kad’ } eiddaney Aédyeww Tov. wey Dilber’? _ pretation. ‘of Hinsel; Koch strangely rejects. 


-elBes ‘rod gaov, -yévoug Svros ‘rod. sour oO be tt for ver, 22, but Baopie | it se ver, 23. 
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sometimes as a saying of Christ, sometimes generally as a say- 
ing of Scripture, and sometimes specially as a saying of the 
Apostle Paul! On this Hansel supports his opinion. He regards 
the words yet Sémpor tparetira as a saying of Christ, and. thinks 
that this dictum dypaov of the Lord was in the mind of the Apostle Paul, 


and in consequence of this the expressions in vv. 21, 22 were selected by 


him, which were usual in the money terms employed. by antiquity. So 
that the sense would be: “Act as experienced exchangers; everything 
which is presented to you as good coin, that test; preserve the good coin 
(what actually is divine truth), but guard against every false coin (reject 
all false doctrine).” But evidently only the expression doxméfere was the 
occasion for the Fathers uniting the dictum éypagov of Christ, handed 
down by tradition, with our passage. Paul, on the contrary, could not 
have thought of it, even supposing it to haye been known to him. For 
although the verb dowpdfecr would well suit, if otherwise the refer- 
ence was to the figure of exchangers, yet in an actual reference to the 
same the words 1d Katdv eldog xaréyere, avd 62 Tov xovypod. axéyeote would 
have been written. Lastly, add to this that eléoe cannot import in itself a 
Coin, vowiouarog Must be added, or money must have been spoken of in what 
goes before. 

Ver. 28. If what the apostle requires in ver. 22 is to be actually realized, 
God's assistance must supervene. Accordingly, this benediction is fitly 
added to the preceding. —airig d8 6 Orig tHe elphyng] the God of peace Himn- 
self; an emphatic contrast to the efforts of man—éd Ged¢ rip etpjryc] the 
God of peace, 7. e. who communicates Christian peace. Neither the con- 
nection with ver. 22 nor the contents of the benediction itself will permit 


us to understand elpiyy of harmony. To refer to eipyvetere, ver. 15, for this 


meaning is far-fetched. —doreAjc| here only in the N. 'T. spoken of what 
is perfect, to which nothing belonging to its nature is wanting. Jerome, 
ad Hedib. 12, Ambrosiaster, Koppe, Pelt, and others understand é2oredeis 
in an ethical sense, as an accusative of result: “so that ye be entire, that 
is, pure and blameless.” But it is better, on account of what follows, to 
take déoreAeie as an adverb of quantity, uniting it closely with tude, and 
finding the whole personality of the Thessalonians denoted as if the simple 
dove were written: “in your entire extent, through and: through.”—xai 
6AbKAnpoy . . . THpyVely| a fuller repetition of the wish already expressed. 
—xai| and indeed. —édddrAnpoc] means, as dAoredge, perfectly, consisting of all 
its parts. éAd«Aypov refers not only to rd rvedua, although it is governed by 
it, as the nearest noun, in respect of its gender, but also to yuy7 and cima, 
Comp. Winer, p. 490 [E. T. 527]. The totality of man is here divided into 
three parts: spirit, soul, and body? We are not to assume that this 
trichotomy has a purely rhetorical signification, as elsewhere Paul also 
definitely distinguishes rveiua and puyy (1 Cor. ii. 14, 15, xv. 44, 46). The 


1See Suicer, Thesaurus, II. p. 1281 ff (Sacer, WN. T. seriptoribus recepta in s. Opuse. theol., 
Observ. p. 140 f£.); Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T. Berol. 1834, p. 143 i; Messner, die Lehre der 
I. p. 880.1%, TTT p,. 524. Apostel, Leipz. 1856, p. 207. 
2See Olshausen, de naturae hum. trichotomia 
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: tinguishes the yuy7 from. the spirit, the latter 
is considered. as. something: “divine,” as 


» Hot-have assumed, “besides the soul in'man, - 
a. mutable spirit which must be preserved from 
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twofold division, which elaethere. occurs. with Paul a Cor. vii. a4: 2 Cor. 
vii. 1), isa populer form of representation. The origin of the trichotuniy is 
Platonic; but Paul has it not from the writings of Plato and his scholars, 


ut from the current language of society, into which it had passed from 


the narrow circle of the schools. ave dpa denotes the higher and purely 
spiritual side of the inner life, what is elsewhere called by Paul voic 


(reason); yuy7 is the lower side, which comes in contact with the region, . 


of the senses. The spirit is preserved blameless in its totality at the 


‘advent, i. e. so that it approves itself blameless at the advent (dué perros 18 a 
more exact definition of 6AdKAnpov tnpndein), When the voice of truth alwe vs 8 


rules in it; the soul, when it strives against all the charms of the senses 


and, lastly, the body, when it is not abused as the instrument of aac 


actions} 

Ver. 24, Paul knows that he does not implore God in vain. — For God is 
faithful: He keeps what He promises; if He has called the Thessalonians 
to a participation in His kingdom, He will preserve them pure and fault- 
less even to its commencement.—marde] comp. 2 Thess. iii. 3; 1 Cor. 1. 9, 
x13. Td mori dvri rod dAndfc, Theodoret.—é cadév tude] not siuivatent 
to's «adécac iva (Koppe and others), but the present participle used as a 
substantive, and therefore without regard to time: your Caller. See 
Winer, p. 881 [E. T. 853].—0¢ nad aorjoec] who also twill perform it, se. rd 


7 dpéurrog buds tapy Sivas. 


Vv. 25-27. Concluding exhortations of the Epistle. 


Ver. 25. Comp. Rom. xv. 80; Eph. vi. 19; Col. iv. 38; 2 Thess. ili, 1— 
— mepl quan] for us, namely, that our apostolic work may be successful. 
Ver. 26. "Aordcacte tod adeAgabc révrac] That here individucls? are 
exhorted to salute the other members of the church, whilst in the parallel 
‘passages, Rom. xvi. 16, 1 Cor. xvi, 20, 2 Cor. xiii. 12, it is domdcarte Gaagj- 


dove, is a proof that this Epistle was to be received by the rulers of the 
church. (So also Phil. iv. 21.) By them it was to be read to. the 
assembled church (ver. 27). Erroneously, because in contradiction with 
the entire character of the Epistle, Schrader infers: from rode ddedgode 
mévrac that “the writer of the Epistle wished to impart. to it a general des- 
tination.”—é» giajuars dyiy| with a holy kiss. Comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 20; 2-Cor. 


xd. 12; Rom. xvi. 16; also 1 Pet. v.14 (piAqua aydaye); Constit. ap. ii. 57 


(rd. év ipl gidnua) ; “Tertullian, de orat. 14 (osculum pacis). The brotherly 
kiss, the usual salutation of Christians, proceeded from the custom of 


antiquity, particularly i in the East, to unite a salutation with a kiss. But 


Paul calls. it éyov, asa symbol of the holy Christian fellowship... In the 
Greek. eave it i is still used: at Easter. 


“rApeording to Schrader, Yer. 23 contains an 


blemish. *” But the discourse i i 
uin-Pauline thought, because when Pan) dis- ati ania 


Divine Spir it which rules in man, but of apart 
of man, himself, of the voids; but the vots may 


« unutterably goad,” as “ eternally opposed ‘to. (Rom, 4,28), peptacpevos (Tit, 4. 15), ic moeshGags 
‘every perversity.” Paul, accordingly, could:  pévos (2 Tim. ii; 8)ete. 





‘fall into paro.drys (Eph. iv. 17), may be addnepog 


“Contrary to the sense, Hofiiant whom. . 
: Riggenbach follows, makes the whole church, 


gl 
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Ver. 27. This command has not its reason in any distrust of the rulers 
of the church ; nor, as Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact think, 
in the yearning love of the apostle, who, in compensation of. his bodily 
‘absence, wished this letter read to all; nor, as Hofmann supposes, in the 
anxiety of the apostle lest they should not properly value a mere epistle 
which he sent, instead of coming in person to Thessalonica: but simply 
because Paul regarded the contents of his Epistle of ¢mportance for all | 
without exception. How, moreover, Schrader can infer from ver. 27 that. 
the composition of the Epistle belongs to a time when already a elerus 
presided in the churches, surpasses comprehension. Completely ground- 
less and untenable is also Baur’s opinion (p. 491), that “the admonition 
so emphatically given in 1 Thess. v. 27 was written from the opinions of 
a time which no longer saw in the apostolic Epistles the natural means of | 
spiritual communication, but. regarded them as sacred objects, to which 
due reverence was to be shown by making their contents known as accu- 
rately as possible, particularly by public reading. How could the apostle 
himself have judged it necessary so solemnly to adjure the churches, to 
which his Epistles were directed, not to leave them unread? An author 
could only say this who did not write from the natural pressure of exist- 
ing circumstances, but in writing placed himself in an imagined situation, 
and sought to vindicate for his pretended apostolic Epistle the considera- 
tion which the apostolic Epistles received in the practice of a later age.” 
~ But does the author adjure the church to leave his Epistle not unread? 
What a mighty difference is there between such a command and his 
urgent desire that the contents of the Epistle should be made known. to all 
the members of the church! Ifthe former were objectionable, the latter 
is natural and unobjectionable. And further, how is it possible that ver. 
27 is the reflex of a time in which the apostolic Epistles were valued as 
sacred objects, and to which due honor must be paid by public reading, 
since dvayrveoOfva: isin the aorist, and accordingly a single and exclusive 
act of reading is referred to! And what a wrong method would the post- 
apostolic author have employed to secure for his letter the consideration 
of an apostolic Epistle, when he did not select the infinitive of the present, 
and did not fail to add raow !—rov xipiov] Comp. Mark y.7: Acts xix. 18; 
LXX. Gen. xxiv. 8).—dvayructqvac] that it be read to (Luke iv. 16; 2 Cor. 
ili. 15; Col. iv. 16), not that it be read by. Incorrectly also Michaelis, 
appealing to 2 Thess. ii. 2 (!): there is here intended the recognition of the 
Epistle as a genuine Pauline Epistle, by means of a conclusion added by 
his own hand.—rjv émorodpv] comp. Rom. xvi. 22; Col. iv. 16.—raaw roig 
adeApoic] to the whole of the brethren, sc. in Thessalonica; not also in all 
Macedonia (Bengel, Flatt); still less also in neighboring Asia (Grotius), or 
even the churches of all Christendom (Seb. Schmid). 

Ver. 28. Paul concludes with the usual benediction.—j yépic rod xuplov 

ju. I. Xp.] See Meyer on Gal. i. 6—pe? tyr] se. ein. 


‘the ddeAhot wévres, he addressed in aond- _1S8ee Matthiae, p.'756. On the Greek idiom 
gagGe; thus the church is to salute itself. _ évopxigo, see Lobeck, ad Phryn, p. 360 ff; 
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; Novss sy American Eprror. 
LVI. Vv. 1-11. 


(a) These verses are evidently connected with iv. 13-18, but they form a new 
paragraph, and, as they move forward, the thought turns more and more away 
from the direct line of the former passage, 2 and towards exhortation to that moral 
life which is in accordance with their eternal he ypes.—(b) The words ypdvee wat carpot 
(ver: 1) are the same with those found in Acts i. 7, where Jesus declares that the 
time of the end is reserved by God the Father within His own knowledge. They 
have, doubtless, a similar reference here. Two points may here be noticed: (1) 
that, in iv, 18-18, not the time, but only certain circumstances connected 
with the Parousia, are set forth; and (2) that in this’ passage, not the time, but 
the suddenness of the coming of the day, is mentioned. The reason why they did 
not need to have him write to them on this matter of the time, was not because 
they already knew it, but because they knew that, when it should. come, the day 
would ‘eome asa thief in the night... The suggestions and exhortations which 
follow, however, seem toimply that both he and they looked for it as near at hand, 
though uncertain as to its exact date—(e) Ver. 3 stands in a causal relation to 
ver. 2, explaining and justifying the expression as a thief in the night. Vi is intro- 
duced, however, abruptly and without any. causal particle. . ydép of TY Ry is 


undoubtedly to be rejected —(d) The word oxdree (ver. 4) is a transitional word 


in the development of the thought of the passage. Its connection with what goes 
before seems to be this:—that they are not in that darkness of the night season, 
when the thief surprises the sleeper. The connection with what follows is in the 
figurative use of darkness as applied to the evil moral condition. ‘The full 
meaning of ob toré év ondres is, therefore: you are not in that evil moral condi- 
tion in which the day can come upon you with terrible surprise. The positive 
side of this idea is then presented in ver. 5, with a. repeated setting forth of the 


negative also—tozéy being in the latter substituted for fore of the former, and 
_ thas including with the readers the Apostle himself. By this means, the hortatory 
verses 6 ff are casily introduced.—(e) The turn of the thought to the new figure 


of atmor belongs to the hortatory part of the passage, but the limitation to the 
breastplate and helmet (i. e. defensive armor) is probably connected with the idea 
of guarding against sudden surprise, and of watching,—(7) The only two places 
in the N. 'T. where the word mepixegadaia is used are ver. 8 and Eph. vi. 17. In 
the latter verse, the helmet is spoken of as salvation ; here, as the hope of salve 

tion... The expression here used scems to be the more exact one — The selon: 


ence. of ypuyyopauey and Kaveideper, of ver. 10, to life and death is undoubtedly 
‘correct. Whether the words are intended simply to express an idea similar to 


that of Rom, xiv, 8—that we may be the Lord’s, whether we live or die; or 
whether the reference is'to the day of the Lord—that, whether we are among the 
living or the dead at that time, we may thereafter live with. Him, is somewhat 
‘doubtful. It does not appear necessary to understand the words in the latter way. 


That view. is. favored, however, by the prominence in the passage of the day of 
_ the Lord; hy the correspondence of Cowper obv abré, with éodueda chy abr of 
Av. 17; snd perhaps by the use of dua, in both verses, in the sense of “all together.” 


This sense of ava seems probable. in v. 10, but somewhat more doubtful in iv. 17. 
=: If rapaxadsire is taken as meaning ‘sonnjort (es Liinem. takes it), this word 
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would favor the understanding of the 10th verse as referring to the time of the 
Parousia. This sense of the verb gives an appropriate close to the whole passage 
iv. 18-v. 11, and, as it corresponds with the meaning in iv. 18, it is quite prob- 
ably to be adopted. ‘ 


LVII. Vv. 12-24. 


(a) The miscellaneous exhortations which are now introduced and with which 
the Epistle closes are, like all that precedes, of a character adapted to a friendly 
letter and to a church in its earliest. history. The exhortations are also, as we 
might naturally anticipate in such a letter, given very briefly. In connection with 
them we may observe: (1) That they move in the first section, vv. 12-15, in a 
natural order,—to esteem and love their church leaders and teachers; to he at 
peace among themselves; in order to this end, to treat each class according to their 
needs; to have no spirit of revenge, but seek moral good for all. (2) That the 
second section (vv. 16-18) corresponds with Phil. iv. 4, 6. The earliest exhorta- 
tion addressed to the churches by the Apostle was, thus, the same with the latest— 
to rejoice always, to pray always, to give thanks always and in everything. (8) 
That the third section (vv. 19-22) opens with an apparent reference to the remark- 
able spiritual gifts (comp. 1 Cor. xiv.), but closes with whit is more general—the 
transition being possibly through wdura donpdctere, r. xad. xaréy. which may take 
hold upon both what precedes and what follows.—(b) eidove (ver, 22) undoubtedly » 
means form, not appearance, and the latter meaning should hardly haye been recog- 


nized in the margin of R.V. The points mentioned by Liinem. are decisive with 


respect to this word.—(c) The allusion to the Parousia in ver. 23—in the closing 
prayer of the Epistle, and almost its closing sentence—is very striking, in connec- 
tion with what has been already noticed in earlier parts of the letter, as showing 
how prominent this subject was in the thoughts of the readers and the writer at 
this time. It was the subject which, as a matter of inquiry and discussion, most 
interested the mind of the church, 
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THE 
SECOND EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS. 


INTRODUCTION. 
SEC. 1—OCCASION, DESIGN, CONTENTS. 


AUL, after having sent, away his first Epistle, received fur- 
ther information concerning the state of the Thessalonian 





j church. The church had actively progressed on the path 
eS] of Christianity; their faith had been confirmed; their 
brotherly love had gained in extent and intensity; and_ their 
enduring stedfastness under persecution, which had broken out 
afresh, had been anew gloriously displayed (i. 3, 4). But along 
with this the thought of the advent had given rise to new 
disquietude and perplexity. The question concerning this Christian 
article of faith had advanced another stage. The former anxiety concern- 
ing the fate of their Christian friends who were ready asleep at the time 


_of the commencement of the advent had disappeared; on this point the 


instructions of the apostle had imparted complete consolation. But the 
opinion now prevailed, that the advent of the Lord was immediately at 
hand, that it might daily, hourly be expected. Accordingly, on the one 
hand fear and consternation, and on the other hand an impatient. and 
fanatical longing for the instant when by the coming of the Lord the 
kingdom of God would be completed, had taken possession of their spirits; 
and it was no wonder that in consequence of this the unsteadiness and 
excitement, which at an earlier period had afflicted the church, and. its 
result, the neglect of their worldly business, had increased to an alarming 
extent. This opinion, that the commencement of the advent was close 
at hand, had seizgd upon them the more readily, as men had arisen 
among them who maintained that they had received divine revelations 
concerning it, and they had even proceeded so far as to forge an epistle in 
the name of the apostle, in order by its contents to establish the truth of 
that doctrine (ii. 2). An appeal was also made to the alleged oral state- 
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ment of the apostle (ii. 2), me it is not inconceivable that even. he expla- 

‘nations which the genuine Epistle of the apostle contained concerning the 
advent may have promoted that view. It is true that there nothing is 
expressly said concerning the immediateness of the advent, but.on the 
one hand it is described as sudden and unexpected (1 Thess. y. 2, 4), and 
on the other hand it is so characterized as if Paul himself, and his con- 
temporaries, might hope still to survive (1 Thess, iv. 15, 17). 

Such was the state of matters which gave occasion for the composition 
of the second Epistle. Its design is threefold. First, The apostle wished 
~—-and this is the chief point—to oppose the disturbing and ercning error 
as if the advent of Christ was even at the door, by further instructions. 
- Secondly, He wished strongly and emphatically to dissuade from that 
unsettled, disorderly, and idle. disposition into. which the church had 
fallen. Thirdly, He wished by a laudatory recognition of their progres- 
sive goodness to encourage them to stedfast perseverance. _ 

~The Epistle is divided, according to its contents, after a salutation (i. 1, 2) 
and introduction (i, 8-12), into.a dogmatic (ii, 1-12) and a hortative. por- 
tion (ii, 18-111. 15). In the introduction. the apostle thanks God for the 
great increase of the church in faith and love, praises. their endurance 
under fresh persecutions, comforts them with the recompense to be 
expected at the coming of Christ, and testifies that the progress and com- 
pletion of the Thessalonians in Christianity was the constant object of 
his prayer. In the dogmatic portion, for the refutation of the fancy that 
the day of the Lord already dawns, the apostle directs attention to the 
historical pre-conditions of its commencement. Christ cannot returm 
‘until the power of evil, which certainly already begins to. develop itself, 
is consolidated and has attained to its maximum by the appearance of 
Antichrist. Lastly, In the hortative portion Paul exhorts his readers to 
hold fast to the Christianity delivered to them (ii. 13-17), claims their 
prayers for his apostolic work (iii. 1 ff.), earnestly and decidedly warns 
them against unsteadiness and idleness (iii. 6-15), and then the Epistle is 


~ closed with a salutation. by his own hand, and a twofold benediction (iii. 
16-18). 


SEC. 2— TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION, 


| Interpreters and chronologists agree that this so-cagled Second Epistle 
"Was composed shortly after: the First, with the exceptions of Grotius, 
. Ewald (Jahrb. d. bibl. Wissenschaft. Gott. 1851, p. 250; Die Sendschreiben des 
Ap. Paulus, Gott. 1857, p..17 ; Geschichte des epost. Zeitalters, Gite. 1858,..p. 
oe Jahrb, a bibl. Wists Catt. 1860, P. AAD ‘Baur (teat dale Tub. 
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1855, 2, p. 165), Laurent (Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1864, 8, p. 497 ff; Neutest, 
Stud., Gotha 1866, p. 49 ff), A. B. van der Vriess (De beide brieven aan de 
Thessalonicensen, historisch-kritisch onderzoek naar hunnen vorsprung, Leyden, 


1865), and Davidson (An introduction to the study of the New Testament, 
London, 1868, vol. I. p. 80 f£), who hold that the Second Epistle was the 


first composed. This view has nothing for it, but much against it. Grotius 
relies chiefly on the following reason: that in iii. 17 a mark is given by 
which the genuineness of the Epistles of Paul may be recognized, but 
such a mark belongs properly to the first Epistle, not to a second; and 
that ij. 1-12 is to be referred to the Emperor Caius Caligula. But there 


is not the slightest reason for the reference of ii. 1-12 to Caligula (sce on. 


-“pagsage), entirely apart from the fact that on such an assumption, as 
Caligula was already dead in the beginning of the year 41 after Christ, the 
Epistle must have been composed more than ten years before Paul, 
according to the narrative of the Acts, arrived at Thessalonica! The 


mark of authenticity in 2 Thess. ili. 17 was not required until, as we learn | 


from ii. 2, attempts had oceurred to forge epistles in the name of the 


apostle. According to Ewald, the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians 


was placed after the First “on account of its brevity.” He thinks that it 
is manifestly a first Epistle written to a church which Paul had shortly 
‘before founded. It has indeed been attempted to show that, according to 
ii, 2, Paul had previously written an epistle to the church; but. this 
might easily have been possible in the number of letters which the apos- 
tle had indisputably already then written; on the other hand, however, 
Paul for the first time directs them in this Epistle to give heed to his act- 
ually genuine letters to them as to his living word (i. 15, ui. 17). Further, 
with regard to the advent, the error as if it were close at hand—and this, 


according to the existing state of matters and of doctrine generally, 


would be the first error which would have arisen—had then broken 
out. in the church, which was the chief occasion of this Epistle. The 
very correction of it might easily have given rise to a second error, that 
the fate of the many who had died, previously was sad, which the fol- 
lowing Epistle corrects, (1 Thess. iv. 15 ff). Also it would not at that 
time have been necessary to send Timotheus to the church, in order to 


1 Baur has not entered upon the reasons of dependent on the First, as marks ofan oppo- 
his subsequent opinion, He judged differ- - gite relationship. Laurent in all essentials 
ently in his Paulus der Ap. Jesu Christi, p. agrees jwith Ewald. The peculiarity of his 
488. He only remarks that there is no view is so manifestly erroneous, that it does 
difficulty (!) in considering those passages in- * not need a special refutation, 
which the Second Epistle is regarded as i 
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correct the i increasing descniees within it; this would only happen in the 
interval between this and the larger Epistle, which might be about four 
or six months! Lastly, 1. Thess. iv. 10, 11 contains a reference to 2 Thess. 
“Yi. G41. Accordingly Ewald makes the Second Epistle to the Thessalo- 
nians to have been composed during the residence of Paul at Berea, suc- 
ceeding his residence at Thessalonica. 

But that in the smaller compass of the Second Epistle a definite reason 
is to be sought for its position after the First, is historical] y completely 
undemonstrable, and not even probable, because—just as with the Second 
Epistle to the Corinthians—the internal relation of the lesser Epistle to 
- the greater necessarily required that position. Ewwald’s assertion, that our 
‘Second Epistle manifestly declares itself to be a jirst Epistle written by 
Paul to a church recently founded, is thoroughly erroneous. On the con- 
trary, our Second Epistle undoubtedly and evidently refers back to the 
First, serves for its completion, and makes known a progress from an 
earlier condition to one partially more advanced. If the First [pistle 
describes the eager desire of salvation with which the Thessalonians 
veceived the publication of the gospel, and dwells in vivid and detailed 
recollection of the facts of their conversion belonging to the immediate 
past,—contents which are suitable only for the Epistle composed first 
according to time; in the Second Epistle, i, 3 {f, mention is made of a- 
- blessed progress in their Christian life. If in the First Epistle the pro. 
7 amity of the advent is presupposed without anticipation of a possible mis- 
understanding, in the Second: Epistle the correction and the further 
explanation in respect. of this trath was necessary, namely, that the 
advent was not. to be expected in the ¢nmediate. present. So also the 
exhortation to.a quiet and industrious life, which was already contained 
in. the First Epistle, was more strongly and categorically expressed in the 
Second. Add to this, that the words xai judy bxiovvaywyije én’ airdr, 2 Thess. 
it. 1, are apparently to be referred to 1 Thess. iv. 17; whereas to obtain, 
vith Ewald, a reference in 2 Thess. iv. 10, 11, to 2 Thess. iii. 6-16, you 
7 must first have recourse to an ungrammatical. and in the highest degree 
unnatural construction (see commentary on 1 Thess, iv: 10, p. 119). 


‘ 


‘Otherwise Baur. According to him, the how many kecouuyudvous—already deccased 
larger ‘Epistle was not written ‘shortly after members of ‘the. church—could there, be? 
the lesser.On the supposition of the authen- The question as regards the deceased Chris- 
ticity. of the Epistle, taking into. consider- » tins was. naturally ouly then. (2) an object of 
ation the church of Thessalonica scarcely _ lively interest the greater the number of the 
“founded, and ‘the Epistle of the apostle dead, perhaps after a whole generation had 
written only a few. months after its founding, passed away from the midst of Christendom. 
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Lastly, over and above, it follows from ii. 15 that Paul before our Second 
Epistle had already sent another letter to the Thessalonians; and thus to 
maintain that the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians manifestly shows 
itself as a first epistle of Paul to a church recently founded, is in contra- 
diction with the apostle’s own testimony. To explain the epistle to the 
Thessalonians preceding our Second Epistle as not identical with our First 
Hpistle, but.as having been lost, would be in the controverted cireum- — 
stances of the case a mere shift justified by nothing. Moreover, itis not 
even correct that the apostle in 2 Thess. ii. 15 “for the first time directed 
the church to give heed to his genuine letters written to them as to his | 
living word,” For only the exhortation is there given to hold fast the 
instructions in Christianity, which Paul had already at an earlier period 
given to his readers both orally and in an epistle. A direction how to 
recognize the genuineness of epistles written at a later period to the 
Thessalonians only follows from iii. 17. But this notice hasin the fact 
recorded in 2 Thess. ii. 2 its sufficient explanation. Further, as regards 
the eschatological explanations in both Epistles, the possibility of such a 
development as Ewald assumes is not to be denied, but its necessity is by 
no means to be proved. The actual fact that individual instances of 
death—for there is no mention “ of many dying before the advent ”’—had 
occurred within the church might very well form the point of departure 
for the eschatological discussions of the apostle; and then to it the refu- 
tation of the error, that the advent was in the immediate present, might 
be added, as the later form of error, especially as the apostle’s own expres- 
sions in 1 Thess. v. 2,3 were so framed that they might have contributed to 
the origin of that error. Lastly, “increasing disorders ” within the church 
are by no means supposed in the First Epistle to the Thessalonians. 
Timotheus was not sent to Thessalonica “to correct increasing disorders,” 
but to exhort the Thessalonians to stedfastness in persecution. Comp. 1 
Thess. iti. 1 ff But even supposing that the “ correction of increasing 
disorders ” was the reason for the mission of Timotheus, yet nothing can 
be inferred from. this regarding the priority of the one Epistle to the 
other. For with the same truth with which it might be said it was not yet 
necessary to send Timotheus to the church, it might be affirmed that it 
was no longer necessary to send him thither. 

The following reasons prove that the Second Epistle was composed not 
_ long after the sending away of the First. Silas and Timotheus are still in 
the company of the apostle (i. 1), but the Acts of the Apostles at least 
never inform us that after Paul left Corinth (Acts xviii. 18) these two. 
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apostolic as ssistasite were again fogether arith: es We find Timotheus 


again in the apostle’s company, first at Ephesus (Acts xix. 22), whilst 
there is no farther mention of Silas in the Acts of the Apostles after his 
Corinthian residence. Besides, the relations and wants of the church are 
throughout analogous to those which are presupposed j in the First Epistle. 
The same circle of thought occupies the apostle; similar instructions, 
similar praises, similar exhortations, warnings, and wishes are found 
throughout in both Epistles. It is accordingly to be assumed that also 


the Second Epistle was composed during the first residence of the apostle at 
: Corinth, but, according to iii. 2, ata time when he had already suffered 


hostility'on the part of the Jews, and, according to i. 4 (raic adn late, 
comp. 1:Cor. i. 2;1 2 Cor. ii. 1; Rom. xvi. 1), when branch churches had 


already been founded from Corinth—probably at the commencement of 


the year 54, 

nut SEC. 8—GENUINENESS. 

ith respect to the external attestation of Christian antiquity, the 
authenticity of the Epistle is completely unassailable. Polye. ad Phil. 11 


~— fin.; Just. Mart. dial. c. Tryph. Col. 1686, p. 386 E, p. 250 A; Tren, ado. 


Haer. iti. 7.2; Clem. Alex. Strom. v. p. 554, ed. Sylb.; Tertull. de reser. 
~~ earn. 6. xxiv, ; Can. Murat,, Peschito, Marcion, etc. Doubts from internal 
grounds did not arise until the beginning of the nineteenth century, The 


first who objected to the Epistle was Christian Schmidt. In his Bibliothek ; 


fi Kritik und Exegese des N. T., Hadamar 1801, vol. II. p. 880 #, he con- 
tests the genuineness of 2 Thess. ii, 1+12, and then in his Binieit in’s N.T., 
Giess, 1804, Part 2, p. 256 f., he proceeds to call in question the authenti- 
city of the whole Epistle. De Wette, in the earlier editions of his Intro- 
duction to the New Testament, assented to the adduced objections ; but 
us latterly, i in the first edition of his Commentary to the Thessalonian Epis- 
tles, in the year 1841, and in the fourth edition of his Introduction to the 
~ New Testament (1842), he withdrew them. See against these objections, 
Ms Heydenreich in the Neuen krit, Journal der theol. Literatur, by Winer and 


1The words civ wdow. tots éricadovudvos - it is marvellous that it is not to be found in 





«7A., 1 Cor, 12,1 take as a continuation. of 


the address of the Epistle; abray re xal jpdy: 


as dependent on év mapri rémy, and év rapzi 


-. 76m@ as closely connected with rod xupiov 

quar 'Ineod Xp, “Jesus Christ who is our (Se. 7 
Christians’) Lord in every place, both in theirs” 
“and ours. Only. with this explanation— : 
oe which isin ttsolf 80 yalmaple 4 and unforeed that ve 


any interpretation—the addition, otherwise 


entirely inexplicable, é wayzi rény, avrav 
ré kal quar, receives its full import and ‘pro- 


_priety, whilst the words obtain a suitable: 
reference ‘to- the Corinthian factions, by 
7 ‘means of which Christ, who is everywhere 
‘the: only and the same Lord of Christianity, 
& divided: comp. 1. Con 113, 
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Engelhardt, Sulzb. 1828, vol. viii. p. 199 ff; Guerike, Beitr. zwr historisch 
krit, Kind. in’s Nv T., Halle 1828, p. 92 ff; Hemsen, der Ap. Paulus, Gott. 
1880, p. 175 ff; and especially Reiche, authentiae posterioris ad Thess. 
epistolae vindiciae, Gott. 1829. | 

The following reasons are chiefly insisted on:—1. The Second Epistle 
contradicts the First, inasmuch‘as it disputes the opinion of the nearness 
of the advent which is presupposed in the First Epistle. But the Second 
Epistle does not dispute that opinion,—it rather presupposes it,—whilst 
only the view of the directly immediate nearness of the advent is contested 
as erroneous. 2. When the author lays down, in iii, 17 ,a mark of authen- 
ticity for the Pauline Epistles in general, which yet is found neither in 
the First Epistle to the Thessalonians nor elsewhere, he seems thereby to 
wish to cast suspicions on the First Epistle as un-Pauline. But it is 

_ entirely a mistake to find in iii.17 a mark which Paul would affix to all 

his Epistles generally; the meaning of these words can only be, that in all 

those epistles which he would afterwards write to the Thessalonians he 
would add a salutation by his own hand as an attestation of genuineness. 

3. The doctrine of Antichrist, ii, 3 ff, is un-Pauline; it points to a Mon- 

tanist as the author. But this idea is by no means peculiar to the Mon- | 

tanists. It has its root already in Jewish Christology (sea Bertholdt, 
christologia Judaeorum Jesw apostolorwnque actate, p. 69 ff; Gesenius in 
 Ersch and Gruber’s allg. Encyclop. vol. iv. p. 292 ff), and is elsewhere not 

foreign to the N. T.; comp. 1 John ii. 18, 22, iv. 8; 2 John 7; Rey. xii. 13. 

Accordingly we are not entitled, because this view does not occur else- 

where with Paul, to maintain that it is un-Pauline, the less so as it neither 

contradicts the other statements of the apostle concerning the advent, nor 

did an occasion occur to Paul in his other Epistles, as in this, to describe 

it more minutely. 4. The Epistle is defective in peculiar historical refer- 

ences. But, according to sections 1, 2, the state of matters which the 

Second Epistle supposes was throughout a more developed state, and con- 

sequently, of course, a peculiar one. 5. The author carefully seeks to 

represent himself asthe Apostle Paul. But the personal references which 
are contained in the Second Epistle do not make this impression, as they 

are analogous to those in the First Epistle, and the words, ii. 2, 15, ii. 17, 

are fully explained by the actual abuse which occurred of the apostle’s 

name. re 

In more recent times the. authenticity of the Epistle has again been 

disputed, first by Schrader in scattered remarks in his paraphrase to the 

Epistle (see the exposition), then by Kern in the Tubing. Zetischr. f. Theol. 
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1829, Part 2, p. 145 i: further, by Baur in his Paulus der Ap. Jesu 
Christi, Stuttg. 1845, p. 480 ff, and in his and Z eller’s Theol. Jahrbiicher, 
1855, Part 2, p. 141 ff; likewise, by. Hilgenfeld in his Zischr. fur wiss. 
Theol., bth year, Halle 1862, p. 242 ff, also 1866, p. 299 ff, as well as: 
in his Einleitung in dus N. Test. Leipzig. 1875, p. 642 -ff; by van der 
Vries, I.e.; and lastly, by W. GC. van Maneén, Onderzoek naar de echtheidl 
: var Paulus’ tweeden brief aan de Thesselonicensen (De echtheid van Paulus’ 
_ brieven aan de Thess. onderzocht, Try Utrecht 1865, whose chief argument, 
however, that the opinion contested in 2 Thess. j ii, 2, namely, that the 
‘advent was to be expected tn the immediate present, was the opinion of the 
Apostle Paul himself, evidently rests on.an error’ Against Kern, see 
Pelt. in the | Theolog. Mitarbeiten, 4th year, Kiel 1841, Part 2, p. 74 
Ma against Baur, in the place first. mentioned, see Wilibald Grimm in 
the Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1850, Part 4, p. 780 ff; J.P. Lange, das apost.. 
Zeital, vol. i, Braunschyy. 1858, p. 111 ff 
~The reasons on which Kern relies are the following :-— 
1. From the section 2 Thess, ii. 1-12 it follows that the Epistle could 
not have been composed until after the death of Paul. For even if it be 
not granted, what yet is most probable, that Paul perished in the Neronian 
; persecution, during the imprisonment recorded in the Acts, in the year 
64,—even ifa second Roman imprisonment be maintained,—yet all the 
-. traditions of antiquity agree on this point, that Paul suffered martyrdom 


under Nero (p. 207). But the author of the Epistle makes his announce- 


ment of Antichrist and its adjuncts from the state of the world as it was 
“immediately ‘after the overthrow of Nero, when Nero was believed to be still 
: alive, and a speedy return of him to the throne was ene and that 
fromthe East, or more precisely from Jerusalem (Tacit. Hist. ii. 5; Sueton. 
Nero, ce. 57, compared with c. 40). The Antichrist whose appearance is 
described as impending, is Nero; thaé which withholdeth him are the 
existing circumstances of the world; the withholder is Vespesian with his 
“gon Titus, who then besieged Jerusalem; and what is said of the apostasy 
is a reflection of the horrid wickedness which broke out among the Jewish 
people in their war against the Romans (p. 200), Accordingly the Epistle 
could not have been composed about the year 5 53: or 54, but only between. 
the yenns 3 68-70 (p. 270). Moreover, Kern thinks that “the Epistle might: 


: Also Weiss (Phitosophische Dogmatit are 7 tha exception of the conclusion, is through. 
Philosophis des Christenthums, vol. L, Leipz, out “ unapostolic in its verbal eonstrnetion,” 
1855, p. 146). has declared that the Second | without, however, entering into 8 justification 
. Epistle to the Thessalonians, with perhaps — ate this Judgment 
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be called Pauline in the wider sense”—that a Paulinist was its author. 
For in general the Epistle agrees with the Pauline mode of thought. A 
Paulinist, affected with a view of the present, that is, of the circumstances 
of the times between the years 68~70, saw in spirit the apocalyptic picture 
which he describes in ii. 1-12. In order to impart it to his Christian 
brethren, he has drawn it up in a letter to which he has given the form 
ofa Pauline Epistle.. As the already existing Epistle to the Thessalonians 
was of such a nature that to carry out that purpose a second could be 
attached to it, the author of the second Epistle has presupposed the first. 
He has surrounded his apocalyptic picture, ii. 1-12, the proper germ. of 
the whole, with a border which he has formed from what he has sketched 
from the genuine Pauline Epistle, so that he has made the first part serve 
as an introduction to the section chiefly intended by him (ii. 1-12), and 
the second part asa continuation of his thoughts passing over into the 
hortative (ii. p. 214). 

This view of Kern, which is certamly carried out with acuteness, fills 
into pieces of itself, as it proceeds on an entirely mistaken interpretation 
of ii, 1-12. It is entirely erroneous to seek the Antichrist, who belongs to _ 
the purely religious sphere, in the political—among the number of the 
Roman emperors, Accordingly ii. 1-12 contains nothing which in any 
way transcended the circle of the Apostle Paul's vision (see the interpre- 
tation). . 

The additional areuments, which Kern insists on as marks of the 
sputiousness ofthe Epistle, are sought by him only in consequence of the 
result which to him followed from the passage li. 1-12; they would even 
to himself, were it not for that first argument, have been of hardly any 
weight. They are the following — 

2, The suspicion resulting from 2 Thess. iii. 17, as if by the addition of 
& éore ongeiov a safer reception was designed to be procured for the spurious 
Epistle, arises from the fact that Paul could not possibly have appealed 
to .wacay ériorodgv, especially if we consider the Second Hpistle to the | 
Thessalonians as one of the earliest of his Epistles. But we have already 
adverted to the correct meaning of é» wdey ériaroAy and the addition & 
éore onpsiov is, moreover, sufficiently occasioned by the notice in ii. 2, 
which Kern, without right, denies, understanding ‘the ériroaq ae be judy, 
ii. 2, entirely arbitrarily, not of a forged epistle, but of the First Epistle of 
Paul to the Thessalonians, which was only falsely interpreted. 

8. The Second Hpistle betrays an intentional imitation of the First. 
The whole first chapter of the Second Epistle rests on the groundwork of. 
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the First Epistle; its beginning corresponds to the beginning of the First 
Epistle; what is said concerning the Caius for the sake of the gospel, has 
many parallels in 1 Thess. ii. and ili.; ver. 6 ff. entirely depends on 1 
‘Thess. iv. 13 ff. (!); lastly, vv. 1, 12 ave similar to ‘1 Thess. iii. 12 £, v. 28 
ff. Also what follows the section ii, 1-12 (which is peculiar to the Second 
=: Epistle) i is also dependent on the First Epistle. Thus ii. 18-17 is ¢ lepend- 
ent on 1 Thess. i. 4, 5, tii 12 fh The address: ddeAgol gyamnuévos bd 
-- Kuptor, ver. 18, is borrowed from 1 Thess. i.4. Further, 2 Thess. iii. 1,2 is an 
extension of 1 Thess. v. 25, bub where in ver. 2 an additional clause is 
added, which neither as ‘regards iva proddpev Ket Posy nor. as regards ov yap 
wdvruv y slot, CAN properly be explained from the condition which Paul 
was supposed at that time to be in, when. he was thought to have written 
the second Epistle soon after the first (). Vv. 8-5 point back to 1 Thess.. 
Vv. 24, lit. 11-18; vv. 6-12 rest entirely on 1 Thess. ii. 6~12, iv. 11, 12, v.14; 
and ver, 16-is borrowed from 1 Thess. v.28. However, on a more exact 
examination, a great diversity will be seen in many of those compared 
passages; and. the resemblance and similarity remaining—which, more- 
— over, is not greater than that between the Epistles to the Colossians and 
| Ephesians, and between many passages in the Epistles to the Galatians 
os and the Romans—has its complete explanation in the analogous circum, 
: stances of the church which occasioned both Epistles, and in the short 
interval which intervened between their composition. 
4, Lasily, much that is un-Pauline is seen in the Epistle. To this 
belongs ebyapureiy dpetioper, i. 8, which is repeated in ii. 15, and in the 
Hirst passage, ‘moreoyer, is the more prominently brought forward by 
rabiog dfcdy é dorey; whilst Paul nk out of pi fullness of his Christian 
consciousness, simply says: “we thank God.’ Directly following it 
trepavgdver 9 micrig Suiv is surprising, ¥ which does not rightly agree with 1 
Thess. iii. 10 (xaraprioas Ta torephuara rie mlarewe) ; and évig éxdoroy mavroyv 
dpdv, which agrees not with what they. are reminded of in the second 
Epistle itself (ili. Td) (1). Ver. 6 reminds us not so much of Paul as of 
Rev. vir 9, 10. In ver. 10 the expression émorei Sy 7d papripioy judy eg’ 
 thae “ig un-Pauline; in ver, 11 the phrase rica ebdoxta dyadwoinyc, and still 
more. Epyov mloreor, is remarkable. In the section li. 1-12, kat did robro, 
which never. elsewhere occurs, is placed instead of dca rodro, elsewhere 
constantly used by Paul. In the same section, ver. 8, brupdvera rig: mapou- . 
oiac, and ver, 10, bb eoBe Tey dydnny THe GayBetac, ‘instead of the simple 
déyecbar Tov Adyov, tiv angberan, are. peculiar. The idea of election is 
- antieely. Poutine, Bee it is never ® otherwise: expressed | than. by exday 
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éxAéyeoOa; but in ii. 18 aipeicfas is found for it, In chap. iii. 13, Kahorousiv, 
not found elsewhere in the N. T., is a transformation of the Pauline ra 
caddy roeiv, Gal. vi. 9. Lastly, the addition da rie ércororge, in ver. 1+, is. 
remarkable, as it purposely directs attention to the present Epistle——But 
‘these expressions partly have their analogies elsewhere with Paul, partly 
they belong to those peculiarities which are found in every Pauline Epistle — 
blended with the general fundamental type of Pauline diction, which this 
Epistle also possesses; and lastly, partly they are deviations so unim-. 
portant, that the reproach of being un-Pauline can in no way be proved 
by them. 

Further, as regards Baur’s objections to this Epistle, these, in the first- 
mentioned place (Apostel Paulus), consist essentially only in a repetition 
of those already made by Kern. Only the assertion (p. 487) is peculiar to 
him, that the representation of Antichrist given in 2 Thess. ii. directly 
conflicts with the expectation of the apostle in 1 Cor. xv. For in 1 Cor. 
xv. 52 the apostle supposes that he himself will be alive at the advent, 
and will be changed with the living. In 2 Thess. ii., on the contrary, it is 
attempted by means of a certain theory to give the reason why the advent 
cannot so soon take place. Christ, according to that passage, cannot 
appear witil Antichrist has come, and Antichrist cannot come so long as 
that continued which must precede the commencement of the last epoch. 
How far is one thereby removed, not only beyond the standpoint, but 
also beyond the time of the apostle! 

The wantonness and superficiality of such an opinion is evident. Even 
évéornnev (ii. 2) suffices to show its worthlessness. For that by. means of 
this expression “the day of the Lord is only removed from the most 
immediate present, but by no means from being near at hand; and that 
accordingly he also could have thus expressed himself who expected the 
day of the Lord as near, as very near, only not precisely as in the present,” 
Baur, already from the treatise of Kern (p. 151), which he indeed else-. 
where so carefully follows, might have learned. Indeed, it inevitably 
follows from the emphatic position of évécrnxev, that not only also he, but 
rather only he, who considered the advent as near could thus express him- 
self as to how it should take place. If the author had wished to refute ' 
the error that the day of the Lord has dawned, whereas he himself con- 
sidered the circumstances preceding it, instead of occurring in a. short | 
- space of time and rapidly succeeding one another, only developing themselves 
in long periods, he would not have put the chief stress of the sentence on 


ae A 


évéoryxer, and would have required to have written o¢ bre 4 juépa Tob Kupiov 
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évéorpxev instead of d¢ bre évéoryev 7 jpkoa Tod Kupiou, And, only to men- 

tion one other particular, might not one with the same argument of Baur 
call in question the authenticity of the Hpistle to the Romans? . For, 
according to the Romans, the return of Christ was not to be expected 
until the completion of the kingdom of God, until all Israel will be con- 
verted (Rom. xi. 26); but all Israck cannot be converted until the fullness 


of the Gentiles be come in (Rom. xi. 29). “How far is one thereby 


removed, not only from the standpoint, but also from the time of the 


~ apostle!” 


Moreover, whilst Baur { in the first-mentioned place (Apostel Paulus, p. 
485), differing from Kern, had assumed that the representation of Anti- 
christ given in 2 Thess. ii. rested entirely on Jewish ground, and contained 
only a repetition of the thoughts which were already expressed in their 
chief points, particularly according to the type of the prophecies of Daniel, 
and that accordingly the author moved only in the sphere of Jewish 
eschatology, and that even the Apostle Paul might have shared these 


~ views; in the last-mentioned place (Baur and Zeller’s Tiib, Jahrbiich. p. 
151 ff) he maintains, in agreement with Kern, that in the section 2 Thess. ii. 
a such a representation of Antichr ist occurs as could only have been formed 
7 on the soil of Christian ideas, and also on the ground of events which 
_ belong to a later period than that of the Apostle Paul. According to 
: Baur’s subsequent opinion, the author borrowed the colors for his picture 
_ of Antichrist from the Apocalypse, and accordingly has imparted to the 
. image of Antichrist features which are evidently borrowed from the his- 


tory and person of Nero. But.to think of the dependence of the author 


‘on the Apocalypse is so much the more erroneous, as the description in 


the Second Epistle to the Thessalonians, compared with that in the 
Apocalypse, is one very simple and slightly developed. The Apocalypse, 


» therefore, can only have been written at a period later than the ‘Second 


Epistle to the Thessalonians. So also Baur’s ar gument from 2 Thess. ii. 
2 is destitute of any foundation. For it is manifestly an exegetical impos- 


sibility to find, with Baur, in the expression ee 7d uh rayéoc cakevSFva an 
: indication “of an historical circumstance,” such as that which most 
_ naturally. presents itself, the “ pseudo-Nero disturbances” mentioned by 
‘Tacitus, Hist. ii. 8. For the author himself. expressly tells us, by the three 


clauses commencing with yzjre, by what this caheviijvas and OposiaS ae of the 
readers was historically occasioned. Therefore no place remains in the 


: context. for such, a historical reason og oaheubiivas and Hopereles as Baur 
demands. ye! 
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Lastly, Hilgenfeld removes the origin of the Epistle still farther than 
Kern and Baur. According to Hilgenfeld—who, however, holds fast to 
the genuineness of the First Epistle—it was not composed until the time 
of Trajan. The Epistle is a clear monument of the progress of the primi- 
tive Christian eschatology at the beginning of the second century. But 
his reasons for this view are extremely weak. Exactly taken, they are 
only the following :—(1) The first rise of the Gnostic heresies fills to the 
time of Trajan; (2) The continued persecution mentioned in 2 Thess. i. 
4 ff suits the time of Trajan; (8) Also to this time the prophetical 
announcement in 2 Thess. ii. 2, that the day of the Lord had already 
commenced, agrees. But the opinion, that by the already working mys- 
tery of iniquity, 2 Thess. ii. 7, the rise of the Gnostic heresies is meant, is 
entirely untenable, as it has elsewhere no support in the Epistle; itis as 
arbitrary as is the further assertion of Hilgenfeld, that the expression : é 
dwdpuroc rig duapriac, 2 Thess. ii. 3, refers back to the blood-stained life of 
the matricide Nero, as Antichrist who had already existed. The two 
additional arguments can only lay claim to respect, provided the new 
outbreak of persecution presupposed in chap. i., and the opinion discussed 
in chap. il. 2, that the advent was in the immediate present, were not 
sufficiently explicable from the natural development of the historical 
situation of the First Epistle, or provided it could otherwise have been 
proved that Paul could not be the author of the Epistle. But neither of 
these is the case. Also the notion, preserved to us in Hippolytus, refut. 
omn, haeres. ix, 18, p. 292, ix. 16, p. 296, that the Elxai-book, in the third 
year of Trajan, proclaimed the eschatological catastrophe as occurring 
after other three years of this emperor, is, in reference to dg bre évéorynen 
4 qeépa tov kvpiov, 2 Thess, it. 2, wholly without value. 
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BY@ "THE SECOND EPISTLE TO THE THESSALONIANS, 


Tabdov mpos Bewoadivinsts eal Oevtépa, 
ABER, Copt. 80, 87 have only Tipo¢ Cetontoueely B’. The simplest and = 


ae CHAPTER 1. 


Ver. 2g. Bh. Tisch. 8, have warpo¢ pir. But judy is wanting in B D &, 17, 
49, 71, al, Clary. Germ. Theophyl. Ambrosiast, ed. Pel. Bracketed by Lagan. 
Rightly ghsed by Tischendorf 2, 7, and Alford. .An addition from. the usual 


‘epistolary commencements of the apostle-—Ver. 4, xavyactac] So Elz. Criesb. 


Matt. and Scholz, after D EK L, min. vers. But in the diversity of testimonies 


(F G have kavyfoacbat), éyxavyiota, after A BS, 17 al, received by. Lachm. 


Tisch. 1, 2, Alford and Ellicott (in the 7th and 8th dd: Tisch. writes ércavg dota), 
merits the preference as the best accredited and the rarer: form.—Ver. 8. Instead 
of. the Receptus topt gdoyd¢ (approved. by Tisch, 2,7 and 8, Bloomfield, Alford, 


“and Reiche), Scholz, Lachm., Tisch. 1 and Ellicott read poy? upic. For the 


latter. overwhelming authorities decide (B D* E FG, 71, Syr, utr. Copt. Aeth. 
8 ’ J i 


Arm. Vulg. It. Sen. ap. Iren. Macar. Theodoret [in comm.], Theophyl. [in 


comm.] Ove. Tert.. Aug. Pel,),—~Iyo0d] Elz. Matth. Scholz read ‘Iyoob Xpecrod, 


. Against B.D EK L, min. plur. Copt. Aeth. Syr. p. Ar. pol. Theodoret, Damase. 
-» Theophyl, Oee. - Xpirod. is impugned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm,, and 
coe rejected by. Tischendorf,. Alford and Ellicott—-Ver. 9. Instead of the Receptus — 

» ddeSpov, Lachm., after A, 17, 78, al., Slav. ms. Chrys. ms. Ephr. Tert., reads 


oAsFpiov.. But 64é9pcov is simply an error of the seribe, occasioned by the follow- 


ing alawor—rod of the Receptus before xvpiov is wanting in DE FG, 3, 89, al, 


Chrys; (in textu) Theoph. It was absorbed in the last syllable of mpocaxov,— 


Nex, 10, exdavnuacdjvai, found in D* E* F G, instead of the Recepius Sanuactjvas, 


isan error of the scribe, occasioned by the two preceding and the following é.— 


| moretoacy’] Elz. reads morebovow, against A BD EF Ger, LS, 31, al, plur. edd. 
Syr, p. Slav. Vulg. It. Sen. ap. Tred. Ephr. Chrys. Theadoret, Damase. Theoph. Oee. 
“Ambrosiast. Pel—Ver. 12. rot xupiov gua ‘Tyoot'] Elz. Matth. have rad kypiov 


jpar Incot Xporov, But Xpiorod is wanting in B DE K LS, 87, al, plur, Copt. 


. Sahid, Aeth. Clar. Germ. Theodoret, ms. Occ. Doubted by Gries, bracketed by 
a belts and rightly erased by Tisch., Alford ind Ellicott. 


Wy. . 2, Address and salutation. See on 1 Thess. i, L—trd Ocot warpdo 


so Kat upto T. Xp.] from God the Father and from the Lord Jesus Christ ; not: 
from God who is the Father and. Lord of Jesus Christ. For, accor ding to 


the: Pauline custom, the fullness of Chr istian. blessings i is derived in com- 


me mon from: God and Christ. The absolute matpég. (comp, Gal,.i35-1° Tim: 
i 2; QTim: i. 2; Tit. i. A) is equivalent. to. marpos judy, more frequently “ 
oo  ased: elsewhere i in similar places ; comp. Rom. i. ey 1 Gor. Loy 
‘ 3; ane 12; Phil i 12; Col, i. 2; Philem. 3. 


2 Cor. 1, 

















CHAP. I. 1-3. ne BE 

Vy. 8-12. [On vv. 1-12, see Note LTV. pages 588-590.] Introduction of the 
Hpistle, Commendatory recognition of the progress of the chureh in faith 
and love, as well as in the stedfastness which proved itself anew under 
persecution (vy. 3, 4), a. comforting and encouraging reference to the 
recompense commencing at the advent of Christ (vy. 5-10), and an assur- 
ance that the progress and completion of the Thessaloniansin Christianity. 
was continually the subject of the apostle’s prayer (vy. 11, 12). 

Ver. 3. ’Ogeidozev] namely, I Paul, together with Silvanus and Timo-— 
theus.—xad de agin gore] us it is meet, as it is right and proper, is usually 
considered as a mere parenthesis, resuming dgeiAouzev, so that or is con- 
sidered in the sense of that dependent on eiyapicreiv. However, as the 
discourse afterwards follows quickly on 671, so cada a&edv gory would sink 
into a mere entirely meaningless interjection and parenthesis; but as 
such, on account of the preceding égeiAouer, it would be aimless and super- 
fluous. In direct contrast to this view, Schott places the chief emphasis 
on Kadir d&idv éorev, which he rightly refers back to ehyapioreiv instead of 
to d@eiAoner. Accarding to Schott, caide is designed to denote “modum 
eximium, quo animus gratus declarari debeat,” and the thought to be 
expressed is “oportet nos deo gratias agere, quales conveniant praestantiae 
bonetici, i. ¢. erimias.” + But neither can this interpretation be the correct 
one, For CL) catoc is never used asa statement of gradation ; (2) it is hardly 
soncelvable that Paul should have concentrated the emphasis of the sen- 
tence on Kenic dg» cor. Tf he had wished to do so, he would at least 
have written Ebyapioreiv ddeiAouey 76 OG wept tudr, cab ag aeidv tare, but 
would not have inserted révrere and ddeAgot. Taking this insertion into 
consideration, we are obliged to decide that after adsAdoi a certain pause 
_in the discourse commences, so that Ebyumoreiy . . . adedpot is placed first 
as an independent general expression, to which «atag d&dv gore. is added . 
as a connecting clause, for the explanatiom and development of the pre- 
ceding by what follows. But from this. it follows that érz belongs not to 
evyapateiy, but to Kaige a2idv éorev, and denotes not thet, but because. The 
meaning is: We ought to thank God always: on your behalf, as it (se. the 
evyoporeiv) is right and proper, because, ete. As by this interpretation — 
Kedog dior éorew is neither unduly brought forward nor unduly placed in 
the shade, so also every appearance of pleonasm vanishes, For dpetAouev 
expresses the duty of thanksgiving from its subjective side, as an internal 
conviction ; catog ade éotw, on the other hand, from the objective side, as 
something answering to the state of circumstances, since it is meet, since 
it is fit and proper, to give thanks to God for the divine proof of His 
grace.—irepavidver] grows above measure, exceedingly. The compound 
verb is an daz Agyduevov in the N. T. But Paul loves such intensifying 
compounds with érép. . They are an involuntary expression of his over- 


1Gomp. already Ambrosiaster: ut non qua- . peyddws édaxavaréor, tva 7} peyddws xabes aéiov 
leentmaque esse dehitum ostenderet, sieut dig-  7@ peydAa wapéxovtt.—Theophylact: ¥.dre cat 
nuin est, ait, ui pro tam infinito dono magnas |. va Adyaw wal. 8 Epywr' airy yep} akia. exa- 
gratias referendas deo testarentur—Oecume- _ piotia. Comp. also Erasmus! paraphrase, and 
nius: 9, Ore dyot Sixaiov éort, vorjoets y 7s ~~ Fromond. 
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- flowing feelings. Comin: Hitescho, * ‘Rom. I. p. 351, Olshausen cer- 
tainly represents it otherwise. He finds in the compound verb a forbear- 
ing. allusion to the fact that the Thessalonians were guilty of extravagance 
in their religious zeal,—an allusion which, as at all events it would con- 
tain a certain degree of irony, it is impossible to assume here, where Paul 
speaks of the reasons of his thanksgiving to God. Such an interpretation 
is not ingenious, as Baumgarten-Crusius judges, but meaningless.—évag 
éxdorov. révtev tu6v] instead of the simple tua», emphatically strengthens 

the praise bestowed. Fromond.: non tam totius ecclesiastici corporis, sed, 

—- uniuscujusque membri, quod mhirum est et rarissimae laudis. “But Hof 

‘mann, in a strangely erroneous manner, thinks that ravroy tev does not 

~ depend on évdg éxdorov, but is in apposition. to it—elc dd%ghove] does not 
belong to rAcovdter, . It is the further objective specification of ayéry, as évdg 
ix, ndvt. tu. isthe subjective. 4a4420ve denotes the fellow-Christians in 

-Thessalonica. Therefore erroneously, Pelt: Nec vero sine. causa Paulus 

‘¢am multus est in commendanda eorum caritate in omnes effusa; quum 
enim sciret, quam facile tum temporis accideret, ut Christiani se invicem 
diligerent, evteros vero aspernarentur, hac potissimum laude ad omnium 
hominum amorem eos excitare studuit.' 

Ver. 4. The progress of the Thessalonians in Christianity so rejoiced the 
heart of the apostle, that he expresses this joy not only in thanksgiving 
before God, but also in praises before men,—déare] refers back to tirep- 
 avfaver .. . GAApovE.—iuae abrote]. This emphatic designation of the subject 

might be thus explained, that otherwise such praise was not the usual 


custom of the speakers, but that the glorious success of the gospel in _ 


Thessalonica caused them to forget the usual limits of moderation and 
reserve. This opinion is, however, to be rejected, because it would then 
_ without. any reagon be supposed that Paul had inaccurately written jude 
» abrobe (we ourselves) instead of abrode quae (even we)? It is therefore more 
‘correct to see in Ade abrobe, that although it.was true that the praise of 

- the Thessalonians was already sufficiently spread abroad by. others, yet 

- that they themselves, the writers of the Epistle, in the fullness of their joy 
‘could not forbear to glory in their spiritual offspring. A. reference to 1 
Thess. i. 8 (de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius) is not to be assumed. Schott 
erroneously attempts to justify the emphasis on quae abrote, by under- 
standing the same of Paul only in contrast to Silvanus and Timotheus, 
the subjects along with Paul of the verb dgeiaouer, ver. 8; for to 
maintain such a change of. subject between ver. 8 and ver. 4 is 
‘impossible. Equally incorrect is also the notion of Hofmann, that abrote¢ 
added to quae denotes “ of ourselves” “unprompted.” For it is absurd to 
attempt to deny that quae airote must at all events contain a contrast to 
others —év tuiv éyxavzaodat] boast of you. év juiv is a preliminary object to 
éykauyaodat, which is then more completely unfolded in imp rie dae 
“180 ‘also. arbitrarily Schrader: from the ~ “she latter, however, is actualy found in Bo 


limitation of love to Christians is to be inferred, = and some min, 
an abhorrence oF Centilee, 2 
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KT Abe tale éewAnotaie tod Gcod] in Corinth and its filiated churches.’ The 
cause which gave occasion to Paul’s boasting of his readers is more spec. 
ially expressed, being what was formerly represented as the motive of the » 
_ apostolic thanksgiving ; whilst formerly faith in Christ and brotherly love 
were mentioned (ver. 4), the latter is here left entirely unmentioned, — 
whilst the first is named in its special operation as Christian. stedfastness 
under persecution.—irép rig tropovie tjpév Kat rlarewe | [LIV ¢.}] is not, 
with Grotius, Pelt, and others, to be understood as a did duoiv, in the sense 
of t orép tHe brouovag tuav éy wiore, or birép THe wiorewe byav hrouevovoys. Nor 





is stedfastness, as Calvin, Hemming, d® Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, | — 


Bouman, Chartae theol. Lib. I. p. 83 ff} Alford, and others think, particu- 
larly brought forward by the. riore mentioned in ver, 3; and then, in. 
addition, wioree 18 Once more insisted on as the foundation on which 
érouovg rests, Which would indeed be a strange proceeding, and would 
greatly interfere with the clearness of thought. But ior is here used in 
a different sense from that in ver. 8. Whilst wlere in ver. 8 denoted faith — 
in Christ, the expression here, as the article rj only placed once proves, 
is of a similar nature with drouov7; whilst the reference to Christ as the 
object of faith steps into the background, and the idea of “faith” is trans- 
formed into the idea of “ fidelity.” This rendering is the less objectionable 
as Paul elsewhere undoubtedly uses rior in the sense of fidelity (comp. - 
Gal. v. 22; Rom. iii. 3; Tit. ii. 10; comp. also the adjective morée, 1'Thess. 
v. 24; 2 Thess. iii..3; 1-Cor. 1.9, x. 13; 2 Cor.i.18; 2 Tim. ii, 18); and, 
besides, the notion of fidelity in this passage implies the more general 
notion of faith in Christ; wiorig here denoting nothing else than faith in 
Christ standing in a special and concrete relation, 4. e. proving itself under 
persecutions and trials—raoe] belongs only to diwypoic izaiv. This is 
shown by the article repeated before OAipeow, and by the additional clause 
aig dvéxeode, which is parallel with tzév.—Clearer distinctions between 
dwwynot and Babe (as “pericula, quae totum coetum concernunt” and 
“ sineulorum private infortunia,” Aretius; or “open and hidden distress,” 
Baumgarten-Crusius) are precarious. Only so much is certain that 
Suwoypot is speciale nomen, BAupec generalius (Zanchius)—al¢e avéyerde] an 
attraction for dv avéyeode (so, correctly, also Buttmann, Gramm. des neutest. 
Sprachgebr. p. 140 [E. T. 161]),—not, as Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, and 
Hofmann maintain, instead of d¢ avéyeoSe; for avéyouae always governs 
the genitive in the N.T., never the accusative; comp. Matt. xvii. 17; 
Mark ix. 19; Luke ix. 41; Acts xvili. 14; 2 Cor. xi. 1, 19; Eph. iv. 2; Col. 
ii. 18; 2 Tim. iv.8; Heb. xiii. 22. Fritzsche’s opinion (on 2 Cor. diss. IT. 
p. 58 ff), that there is no attraction at all, and that avé éxeobat is here (as in 





1But Bouman ultimately adds (p. 85): 
“Cujus (sc. dicti Paulini) intacta. vulgari 
: utriusque substantivi significatione, expli- 
candi alia etiam in promptu est, ab illa, quam 
Memoravimus, paullo diversa via ac ratio. 
Etenim optimis quibusque scriptoribus non 
raro placuisse novimus, ut a singularibus 
ad generaliora nuncupandsa progrederentur. 


Quidni igitur primum singularem tropovis 
constantiae, virtutem celebrare potuit aposto- 


_ lus, atque hinc.ad universae vitae Christianae 
_ moderatricem jfidem, Domino habitam, prae-_ 
' dicandam gressum facere? But also against 


this the non-repetition of the article before 
niotews decides. 
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Burip. Androm. 981, cxyednpai a sone with. the daiwa. and 
denotes “sustinendo premi calamitatibus h.e. perferre mala,” is contra- 
“dicted by the above N. 'T. usage.—The present dvéyeode represents the per- 
secutions and the trials as belonging to the present. Accordingly a new 
outbreak of persecution must: be me: ui as the. First as describes the 
persecutions as past. 

Ver. 5. Judgment of the ae concerning the coriduet of his readers 
described in ver..4. Their stedifastness in the sufferings of the present is 
a guarantee of future glory. ‘Ver. 5 is a sentence in apposition, which 
is united to the preceding in @he nominative, not in the accusative, to 
which Buttmann, Granum. des neutest. Sprachgebr, p. 184 [E. T. 153], is 
inclined. See Winer, p. 496. [E. T. 533]. But gédecyya reters not to the 
subject. of dvbyeode, that is, to the Thessalonians, as if aig dvéyeode, bvrec 
svdecya Were written (comp. Erasmus, Annot., Camerarius, Estius) ; for 
however simple and easy such a connection mihi be grammatically, yet 
logically it is objectionable. Besides, Paul would hardly have put xaras- 
wOijvar tac instead of the simple infinitive, if he thought on no differ 
ence of subject in édeyna and karafiofjvar. But also fdecyneis not to be 
referred to méow roig Suwypoig . . . dvéxecte (Ambrosiaster, Awinell, Salvin, 
“Bullinger, Aretius, Wolf, Koppe, Pelt, Schrader, Ewald, Bisping, and 
others), but to the whole preceding principal and collective idea biip rie 
og tropovge . . . avéxeate. Accordingly itis to be analyzed as follows: 6 (that 
is to say, Kal -rodro, bre gv bropov® Kat wiores mévrwv Tov Sioynwov tpiov kat 
ry OAlypecov avéyeobe) tot évdecypa tHe Sixatac Kpicewy Tod OEod——-Erderypua] 18 


found here only in the N, T. It denotes a sign, guarantee, proof (comp. 





- ‘evidently shows how the author transfers: 


wee objection ‘against. the authenticity of the 





the active édefic, Phil. i. 28); here, according to the context, a prognostic. 
rhe Oumalag kpicewe rod Ocod] cannot, with Olshausen and Higecneecty, (in 
- opposition to them: Linder in d. Theol. Stud. uw. Kit, 1807, 3, p. 522.11), 
be understood of the present judgments executed on the earth, ond 
which befall believersin order to perfect them and to make them worthy 
of the kingdom of God. Not only the article rj, pointing to the judg- 
ment kar” éox$v, but also the explanation in ver. 6 ff, decides against 
this view. The future judgment is meant which God will execute by 
Christ at the advent.—ele 7d naraziwfpvat duce «.7.2..| whose result will be thet ye 
will be esteemed. worthy of the kingdom of God, depends not. on aig drfyecbe, 
so that edecyua rij¢ ducaiag Kpicews rob Ocod would become a parenthetic 
exclamation (Bengel, Zachariac, Bisping, Hofmann Ist ed., and others), nor 
“does it also belong to. the whole. sentence évdeyu'. .. Orod : in refer- 


1That.s eritie such:as Banr Rnows ae to to have forgotten that at that instant the 
‘eonyert this deviation from the First Epistle Thessalonians were in great tribulation.” 
into'a dependence upon it is not strange (see But Paul: dwells on this subject-throughout 
Apostel. Paulus, p. 488). “This present tense . the whole of the first chapter. Why should 
he tarry longer on it, or recur to it anew, 
what had been said in 1 Thess. to his own since it referred to a virtue of the Thossa- 
' time," Also Schrader draws from ver. 4 an. lonians. already proved, whereas the chief 
-. object of his Hpigtle consisted in supplying 
“the actual and considerable” wants of. the: 
ehureh i in : eeowiedes aud conduct? 


Epistle, but for this reason :.“ because later: 
: in the course of the Prins the Nes appears ; 
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ence to which ye, ete., but only to rie dixatag npicewc. _ Accordingly ig rd 
karagtwl. 7.A, is not a statement of puzpose (thus Alford, Ewald, Linder, 
as above, Hofmann 2d ed.), but, for which view Ellicott has recently 
decided, an epexegetical statement of result. cig rd, with the infinitive, 
also stands for the result in 2 Cor. viii. 6, ete. Comp. Winer, p. 809 [E. T. 
$28].—The infinitive aorist carafiagva expresses the verbal idea simply, 
without any regard to time. See Kiihner, II. p. 80.—ébrép: je nai rioyete| 
Jor striving to obtain whieh ye suffer, an additional statement of the cause 
whose corresponding result will be «aragwjva. The Thessalonians, by 
their enduring stedfastness, the motive @f which was striving after the 
kingdom of God, made themselves worthy of participation in this king- 
dom, for they thereby showed how precious and dear Christ is to them ; it 
is thus certain that the judgment of God to be expected at the return of 
Christ will recognize this worthiness, and will exalt the Thessalonians to be 
fellow-citizens of His kingdom. Comp. Phil.i.28; Rom. viil.17 ; 2 Tim. ii. 12. 

Ver 6. The suitableness: and naturalness of this result to be expected 
from the righteousness of God, the mention of which was to comfort the 
Thessalonians and encourage them to continued endurance, is further car- 
ried out by an intimation of the retribution to be expected at the return 
of Christ. To assume a parenthesis from ver. 6 to ve® Juav, ver. 7 (Gro- 
tius), or to ver. 10 inclusive (Mollenhauer), is unnecessary ee ee 
—tizep] provided, does not express any doubt, but introduces by means of 


any clegant expression, under the form of suspense, a saying whose truth - 


is fully acknowledged. Comp. viii. 9,17. See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 884; 
Hartung, Partikellehre, I. p. 848; TKlotsz, ad Devar. p. 528.—sixatoy] right- 
cous, joined to duaiag xkpisews, ver. 5. The apostle here places himself upon 
the standpoint of the strict righteousness of God, which is conceived 
according to me analogy of human a tulionis, and is also so asserted in 


Rom. i. 5 ff; 2 Cor. v.10; Eph. vi. 8,9; Col. iii. 24, 25. It is accordingly . 


inudiniaible. to interpret dixaor, with Pelt and others, of the manifesta- 
tion of divine grace. The idea that one may obtain eternal salvation by 
his own merits, Which recently Bisping finds here expressed, is removed 
from the Pauline mode of thought generally, and also from this passage. 
Certainly, as a/] men are subject to sin asa ruling power, the possibility 
of obtaining salvation can only be contained in Christ; and that God 
revealed this possibility of salvation, and by the mission of Christ invited 
us into His kingdom, is a pure contrivance of His free grace; but with 
- this grace His holiness and righteousness are not abolished. There remains 
room for the exercise of the strict righteousness of God, as only he can 
enter into His eternal kingdom who, with the desire of salvation, accepts 
the call; whereas whoever closes himself against it, or rises up In enmity 
against it, must incur righteous punishment at the last day. 

Ver. 7. OABouévore is passive. Bengel erroneously considers it as mid- 
dle Rae, from avinus, denotes the relaxing which follows exertion, the 


’ 


_éviraoty,' passing over to the idea : comfort, refreshment, rest. Comp. 2 Cor, 


1Plat. Rep. i. p..349 Is: dv rf] émerdoe koh dvéoe, trav xopSav. Plutarch, Lye, 29: otk dveots iy - 


GAN. éripaets thy woALrelas. 
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ii, 18, vii. 5, vill. 18, gai the ee expression avarpvEsc, Acts iii. 19. 
‘Here dveow characterizes the glory of the kingdom of God according to 
‘its negative side as freedom from earthly affliction and trouble—wel? guar] 
along with us. From this it follows that the apostle and his companions 
-Belonged. to the PABduevor, we? tigen accordingly contains a confirma- 
tion of the notice contained in iii. 2. Others (as Turretin, comp. also de 
Wette) understand pee yay entirely generally : with us Christians in gen- 
eral. But the dveow which will likewise be imparted to the ei presup- 
poses a preceding GAipc, that is, according to the context, persecution by 
¢hogse who are not Christians. But such persecutions do not befall Chris- 
tians everywhere. Strangely, Bengel (and also Macknight), je? ajudv 
denotes; “nobiscum i.e. cum sanctis Israclitis.”’ Ewald: “with us, de. 
‘with the apostles and other converted genuine Jews of the Holy Land, so 
that they shall have no preference.”—tv rq droxadinpes tod kupiov “Iycot] a 
‘statement of the time when dvyrarodotvac will take place, equivalent to 
brav droxadvgdh 6 Kipiog "Inoode.  drronddvug (1 Cor. i. 7) is a more definite 
expression for xapoveia. The return of Christ is the period at which He, 
so long hitherto concealed, will as Ruler and Judge be manifested, will 
publicly appear.—ir’ obpavod per dyyéov Oudpewe abroi] a spocitiention 
of the mode of the adroxaaiper—dar obparvov] see on 1 Thess. iv. 16.—per’ 
ayyéhan Suvdgeog abrod] with the angels of His power, i.e. through whom His 


power manifests itself, inasmuch as the angels are the executors of Tis — 





commands, by their instrumentality e.g. the resurrection-call to the dead 
is issued (1 Thess. iv. 16). Calvin: Angelos potentiae vocat, in quibus sum 
oS potentiam aeons: Angelos enim secum adducet ad illustrandam regni 
gui gloriam.: -Oecumenius, Theophylact, Piseator, Benson, Flatt, and 
others erroneously explain it: “with His mighty angels;” still more 
erroneously Drusius, Michaelis, Krause, Hofmann, and Aion “with His 
angelic host.” For this the Hebrew 8328 is appealed to, But dévayg never 
occurs in this sense in the N. T.; the proofs to the contrary, which Hof- 
mann finds in Luke x. 19, Matt. xxiy. 20, Mark xiii. 85, Luke xxi. 26, are 
entirely inappropriate. It would then require to have been written perd 
 duvdpewg dyyédwv abrod, If is a wanton error, proceeding from a want of 
philological tact; when Hofmann separates. airot from the words per’ 
 tryyého Suvduewc, refers this pronoun to God, and joins it with d:ddvrog 
--&xdixnow into a participial clause, of which év rj dmoxadiper era. forms the 
commencement. Granted that per’ éyyé4ur dvvduewe, without the addi- 
tional abrod, might denote with an angelic host, yet Paul, in order to OXPTCSS 
the thought assigned to him by Hofmann, if he would be at all under- 
stood, would at least have entirely omitted ebro, and would have put the 


i dative s:déy7s instead of the genitive didévroc. 





Ver. 8. "Ev ¢ioy? rupéc] ig not, as Estius, Cornelius a Tapide, Seb. Schmid, 

: Handa. Moldenhauer, Macknight, Hilgenfeld (Zeitsch. -f. wissensch. Theol. 
1862, Part 3, p. 245), Hofmann, and others? assume, a statement declaring 
“That also we are not hera to think, with 2'Thus also Theodoret must-have united the 7 


a ee on the destruction of J eruaaien hoe “For although he does: not ole early 
: aS evident... CAM Og oleae a | tae / Smprane himself Soncarning, this union, yot 








scassapebpencioa ieatotmissce 
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the instrument of didévro¢ éxdixnow, but is a further specification of the 
mode of daroxadinper, ver. 7: in flaming fire (8 3923, Isa, xxix. 6, xxx. 80, 
etc.). In the O. T. God is described as appearing in flames of fire, and 
especially His coming to judgment is described as a coming in fire ; comp. 
Ex. iii. 2 ff, xix. 18; Dan. vii. 9, 10, ete. Whatis there asserted of God 
is here transferred to Christ. (Comp. also 1 Cor. iii. 18, where of the day 
of Christ, é¢. of His advent, it is said: év rupl aroxadiarera.) The addi- 
tional clause accordingly serves for a further exaltation of the majesty and 
glory in which Christ will return. More special statements, that Paul 
thought 6n thunder and lightning (Zachariae, Koppe, Bolten), on a fire 
consuming the ungodly, or the world, or both together (Zwingli, Hemming, 
Aretius, Cornelius a Lapide, Fromond., Sebastian Schmid, and-others), are 
to be discarded, from want of data to decide on.—d.dévroc] is joined, not to 
xupéc, but to rod Kkvpiov Iyoob, ver.7. The formula didévac éxdixyoty tive, to 
impart vengeance, that is, punishment, to any one, is only found here in 
the N. T. But comp. the LXX. Ezek. xxv. 14; Num. xxxi. 3 (71292 [03). 
Paul does not mention only one class of persons who are to be punished 
(Calvin, Hemming, Turretin, Pelt, Schott, de Wette, Riggenbach), but two - 
classes of persons. This is required by the article repeated before py 

traxobove, These were the two classes of persons from whom the church . 
of Thessalonica had to suffer persecution—Gentiles and Jews. By rote pip 

edo Ocdv Paul means the former, and by toi¢ py bracobavow tO ebayy. 

«7A, the latter, so that the general roi¢ YAiBovew tude, ver. 6, is now special- 

ized, The correctness of this interpretation is further evident from the 

fact that elsewhere py eidéres Ocdy is with Paul a characteristic designation 


of the Gentiles (1 Thess. iv.5; Gal. iv. 8; comp. Rom. i. 28; Eph. ii. 12); 


whereas the characteristic of the theocratic nation of the Jews, as shown 
by experience, was disobedience to God and His plan of salvation; comp. 
Rom. x. 8,16, 21, etc. This reference to Gentiles and Jews is already 
found in Ambrosiaster, Grotius, Quistorp, Benson, Bengel, Koppe, Baum- 
garten-Crusius; and also recently, in Alford, Ewald, Ellicott, and Bisping. 
On the other hand, Harduin and Hofmann interpret the first clause of 
Gentiles, and the second of Jews and Gentiles ; Schrader, the first of Gen- 
tiles, and the second of Christians; Aretius, the first of “ manifesti Christi 
hostes, sive Judaei sint sive ethnici,” and the second of “ pestes in sinu 
ecclesiae latitantes.” But with the first view the division, which the 
article repeated requires, becomes illusory; and the context decides 
against the last two views. For when, as here, Christians are comforted 
on account of the afflictions which they suffer. from those who are not 
Christians by an intimation of a future retribution, the discourse cannot 
possibly have reference to a punishment which is impending on Chris- 
tians.—rod kupiov qudv Inood| a repetition of the subject already con- 
tained. in ddévro¢ in. a fuller form, on account of the preceding Oey. 

Ver. 9. Paul names eternal destruction as the punishment which those 
ungodly ones will have to endure. [LIV ¢.]—oirwec] nimirum qui, refers 


he finds in paoyt rupds expressed: ris repwplas 7d eldos,and adds: dAoyt yap mupbs wapadiSoprac, 
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back to the characteristics of the two classes named in ver. 8, and accord- 
ingly recapitulates the reason for dicqy ricovews—ird. mpoddrav rod Kupiou 
x.7.2.] has received a threefold interpretation. Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Vatablus, Estius, Fromond., and others interpret 
axé of time: immediately after the appearance of the xpdoarov rob rupiov 
and of the défa: rie toyboc abrot. The swiftness and facility of the punish- 
ment are thereby described, inasmuch as it required Christ merely to 
become visible. The artificialness of this interpretation is evident. For 
- however often éxé denotes the point of commencement of a poriod, yet 
the bare dd mpocdmov cannot possibly be considered as parallel with such 
constructions as amd Kricewg nécpov, Rom. i. 20; amd rig xparye juépag, Phil. 
1 By and the like. At least a7 aroxadinpeag rod rpoowrov or something simi- 
Jar would require to have been written. Add to this that dd xpoodmov 
«7.2., on account of its position atthe end of the sentence, cannot have 
such an emphasis, that the idea of the swiftness and facility of the punish- 
ment can be derived fromit. dé is-understood as a statement of the 
operating cause by Grotius, Harduin, Benson, Bengel, Moldenhauer, Flatt, 
Pelt, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and Hofmann: “fron the 
presence of the Lord, and from the glory of His power” (comp. Acts tii. 
19). Pelt (and so also Castalio, Koppe, Bolten, nnd others) arbitrarily 
considers axd mpoodrov tot kupiou as equivalent to the simple dri rot 
xupiov; and equally arbitrarily Harduin, Benson, and Moldenhaner (comp, 
also Hofmann) understand rpdcwror of a wrathful or gloomy countenance. 
But there is. an essential inconvenience to this second mode of interpre- 

~ tation, inasmuch as by its assumption without the introduction of a new 


~ {dea there is only a repetition in other words of what has already been 










said in vv. 7,8 from év rp dronatipes to diSdvrog éxdixyow; the whole of the 
Oth verse would only. contain aiémoy as a new point. Accordingly the 
. third mode of explanation, adopted by Piscator, Ernest Schrmid, Beza, 

‘Calixt, Koppe, Krause, Schott, Bloomfield, Alford, Bisping, Ellicott, and 
~ Riggenbach, is decidedly to be preferred, according to which. dd ox presses 
the idea of separation, of severance from something. Comrp. ii. 2; Ri ma. ix. 
8; Gal. v. 4. According to Flatt and de Wette, the expression ioybog is 
: “opposed to this explanation, which directly points. to an operating cause. 

But rie. layboc is to be rendered the genitive of origin, and the dia is to 
- be understood, not of the glory of Christ, but of the glory which is to be. 
—-imparted to believers. The meaning is: apart or separated from the face of 
"the Lord, and apart from: the glory which is @ creation of His power. By this 
i explanation npicwrov receives its. full import; ; “to see the face of the 
Lord.” is awell-known biblical expression to. denote blessedness (comp, 
Ps. xi:-7; xvii 551 Matt. v. 8, xviii. 10; Heb, xii. 14; Rey. xxii. 4), whereas 
* distance from it isan expression of misery. a 
Mer. 10. Further, with this explanation ver, 10 agrees ca since in it, 
es as the counterpart to ver. 9, the discourse is not so. much of a glorification 
ae of ae as of a glorification of Cloristians—a Laeuges oe, which 





: 1800 Hermann, 2 ph Oed B. 688. - 
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necessarily veileats on Christ Himeelt’ as its” producer, —éirav E4Gy] when 
He shall have come, a statement of the time of dikny ricovory, ver. 9. Schott 
less simply unites it with deddvroc éediayow, ver. a Siatachioal the infini- 
tive of design. See Winer, p. 298 [E. T. 818]. The dye are not the 
attending angels (Macknight, Schrader), but Christians. é# roig dyiog abrod 
does, not, however, import through His saints (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Kypke, IL. p. 341, Vater, Pelt, Schott, and others), nor among 
them, but a them, so that the glorification of Christians becomes s 
glorification of Christ Himself. So also Christ is admired i-all believers, 
because the admiration of the blessedness to which believers have been 
exalted has as its consequence an admiration of Christ as the Creator of 
that blessedness.—érz émiorebdy . . . 6 tude] is a parenthesis :1 for our tes- 
timony brought to you has been believed. This is occasioned by moretoacw. 
It is designed to bring forward the certainty that also the Thessalonians 
belong to phe moretoavres, In a peculiar—intermixing much that is 
strange— and unnatural manner Ewald: “As the subject particularly 
treats of the truth of the apostolic testimony concerning divine things (1), 
or whether the gospel, as the apostles and first witnesses proclaimed it, 
will or will not one day be confirmed in its entire contents and promises 
by God Himself at the last judgment (?), so Paul summarizes the chief 
contents (?) of that glory and admiration in a lively referenee to his im- 
mediate readers directly in words in which one might almost then exclaim: 
‘Our testimony among you was verified (?).’ Anditisasif the apostle had 
— put here this somewhat strange short expression, the rather because he 
has said directly before that God (?) will be admired in those. who believed, 
as if'a verification or complete confirmation (2) of the contents of faith must 
at last justly correspond to the human faith regarding them.”—rd pepripiav 
pov] our testimony, te. the testimony proclaimed by us. Really different, 
neither from. jepripoy rob Xporod, 1.Cor. i. 6: the testimony whose subject 
is Christ; nor from papripioy rod Oecd, 1 Cor. ii, 1: the testimony which 
God published through the apostles concerning Christ. To limit, with 
Bretschneider, zaprtpwr to the instructions of the apostle concerning the 
advent of Christ contained in the First Epistle, instead of taking it entirely 
generally in the sense of «pyyya or ebayyéduov, is rendered impossible by 
the relation of dre émuaret9y to morehcacn—iy bude] is connected with 7d 
puprbpwv yeav into one idea; and hence the article 76, whose repetition 
before é dnae might have been expected, is omitted. See Winer, p. 128° 
[E.'T. 185]. Comp. on éxi with yapripov, Lnke ix. 5. Ingenious, but 
erroneous, Bengel: é¢’ tua denotes: ad. vos usque, in occidente.—év rH 
quépa éxetry| [LVIIL ¢.J belongs not to é0y (Zeger, Pelt, Olshausen), but to 


1Certainly otherwise Hofmann. : According 
to him, 67. éwurrevdy rh paptipuov yay ep 
twas ia to be added asa reason to dvramododvat 
uly drecw ped’ quay, ver. 6 f (1). But this 
is not yet enough. . Besides the statement of 
design, iva vaas afuiop x.7.A., ver. 11, is made 


algo to depend on émoreddy rd mapTiptoy Wuay 


éf’ tuas; to this statement of design also év 
ah hepa éxetpy belongs; this is placed before 
iva for the sake of emphasis, and. ets 6 cat 
mporeuyaueba mavrore rept Una forms amere | 


-parenthesis—suppositions .which are cer- 
‘tainly worthy of'an exegesis like that of Hofs 
mann, but are only possible to it. 
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Savpaodivat, whilst by it the ‘adication of nie! érav ida, j is rented. The 
Peshito, likewise Pelagius, J ohn Damascenus, Estius, Lucius Osiandes, 
Menochius, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Harduin, Storr, Koppe, Krause, 
Rosenmiiller, Nésselt, Flatt, Baumgarten-Crusius, and others; not assum- 
ing a parenthesis, unite é» rH quépe éxcivy with the directly preceding, either 
With papripiov or with ériorety. The interpretations resulting from. this 
mode of connection vary much from each other; but are all arbitrary, 
: inasmuch ag, on the one hand, in order to preserve the st: ateme ont of time 
in dy rH quépa txelvy, one feels himself constr: dined to consider the aorist 
éxorebdy ag placed for the future, and thus to alter the import of the verb 
(will be authenticated); or, on the other hand, in order to preserve ém- 
rebdy i in the sense of the aorist, one‘has recourse to the expedient of con- 
struing 4» 79 tuépg éxsivy as the objective statement belonging to papriptoy, 
in the sense of rep? rig juépuc éxeivye—But wherefore did Paul add éy ri 
‘qwépe éxetoy, after the sentence beginning with rv? . Perhaps only for Be 
_ sake of parallelism. But possibly also Calvin is correct when he says 
“ranetit in die ila... . Ideo autem Fepeah ut fidelium yota cohibeat, ne 
ultra modum festinont. i 
Ver. 11. Ele 6] in reference to which, namely, that such a_ glori- 
fication of Christ in His people is to be expected. Comp. Bernhardy, 
Syntax, p. 220; Kithner, IL. p. 279. Philologically incorreet, Grotius, 
Flatt, Pelt, Baume: arten- Chnsius. take eg 6 as equivalent with qua- 
— propter, and Koppe as “mera particula transeundi,” equivalent with 
ttaque, Logically incorrect, de Wette, Bloomfield, Hofmann, and Riggen- 
bach: “ta which end.” For, since ete 6 must refer to the chief thought in 
ver. 10, this could only be analy zed by: “in order that the ivdogaaW vac 
and the Savpacdjvae of Christ may be realized in believers.” But this fact 
-. in itselfis clear to the apostle as a settled truth; he cannot think on it as 
dependent on his prayer; he can only have it in view in his prayers, that 
the Thessalonians also may find themselves in the number of those among 
whom. Christ will be glorified —a/] belongs not to eig 6, go that the suita- 
-bleness of. this (supposed) design was denoted (de Wette), but to mpoo- 
- evydeda, It imports that the prayer of the apostle was added on behalf of 
the Thessalonians to the fact of the évdofar8jva.~—iva], The contents of the - 
prayer in the form of a purpose, éécby rie KAfoewe is that to which Paul 
would atiain through his. prayer. Comp. Meyer on Phil. i. 9.—égwiv] . 
. Means to judge. worthy ; comp. 1 Tim. v.17; Heb. iii, 3, x. 29. Th never 
has the meaning to make worthy, which Luther, Grotius, Flatt, Olshausen 
Ewald attribute to it. From this it follows that Kage cannot express the 
act! of the divine calling, already belonging to the past, but. must denote 
a something future. «Aja is accordingly to be. understood, as. in Phil, iii, 
7 14, in a L passive sense, as.the eae thing t to which we are called, 4. €. _ the 


1$o.:also Meyer on. Phil, iii. 4; eevee: ence ‘65 “Mnem auerayiddiyti (Rom, “xi. 29), 


‘Grimm in the Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1850, Part. because the Christian can again make him- 
4, p. 806 f.: “The Christians are declared self unworthy. of the divine grace which he 
worthy of the call already promulgated to. has received (Rom. xi. 20 BS 2 Cor, vid; 


oc esaih or the. aaa rot ay may be in refer: Gal. v. dec us 











omar, 1-11, 12° <=" 587 


future heavenly blessedness of the children of God Col. i.5 (see Meyer 
on that passage) is entirely analogous, where ic, elsewhere active, is 
used in a passive or objective ‘sense—With «el wAnpdon «.7.2., which is 
grammatically subordinate to adc, Paul adds, logically considered, the 
means Which is to lead to the result of being judged worthy. [LVIII ¢.]J— 
nAypowv] to- bring to completion or perfection —racav evdoxiav ayatoctryc] can- 
not be referred to God, as if it meant all His good pleasure, and. denoted 
the divine decree of election (Oecumenius, Zwineli, Calvin, Estius, Justi- 
nian, Beza, Calixt, Wolf, Benson, Bengel, Macknight, Koppe, Flatt, Pelt, 
Bisping, and others). Itis against this that épyov riorewe, which forms an 
additional accusative to Aypdcy, is undoubtedly to be referred to the 
Thessalonians ; that ¢yafecivy is never used by Paul of God; and lastly, 
that récay riv ebdoxiay would require to have been written instead of racav 
evdoxiay. Others refer racav ebdoxiay partly to God and partly to the Thes- 
salonians.? This second explanation is even more inadmissible than the 
first. It is not even supported by the appearance of justification, as at 
least récay ayabwaivyy eddoxiag must be put, in order to afford a point of con 
nection for it. The exclusively correct meaning is to understand both 
ebdoxiay and dyaducivyg of the Thessalonians. But dyadacivy does not denote 
benevolence (Chandler, Moldenhauer, Nésselt, Schott), but moral goodness 
generally, Comp. Rom. xv. 14; Gal. v.22; Eph. v. 9, Accordingly, with 
rion ebdoxia ayalosbyng is expressed every satisfaction in moral goodness.— 
ipyov wiorew | here, as in 1 Thess. 1. 8, represents faith as an épyov, 7. e. as 
something begun with energy, and ‘persevered j in amid persecution.—év 
duvdver| belongs to wAypdoy, and takes the place of an adverb. See Bern- 
hardy, uae *, p. 209. Comp. Rom. i. 4; Col. i. 29. Thus powerfully. 
Ver. 12, {6 bvoga rot Kkupiov jy. ’Tycov] The name of our Lord Jesus, 7. e. 
so far as uae is the kbps, the Lord; comp. Phil. i. 91% Arbitrarily, de 
Wette: Christ, so far as He is recognized and known. Still more arbi- 
trarily Turretin, Moldenhauer, Koppe, and others: évoyze xvpiov is a mere 
cireumlocution for «bpiog.—év aire] refers not to Iycot (so Alford and 
Ellicott), but to ra bop; and the giving prominence to the mutual recip- 
rocity, tv tuiv cai duete év abr@, is an exhaustive representation. Comp. Gal. 
yi. 14; 1 Cor. vi. 13.—xara r9v xdpw rob Ocod Judy nad wvpiov Inoot] [LVITI ¢.] 
according to the grace of our God and of the (see Winer, p. 118 [E. T. 124)] 
Lord. Jesus. According to Hofmann and Riggenbach, Christ is here 


2Thus Theophylact: tva waca ebSoxia rod 
@cod, rovtégTe vaca apéoKxera, TANPWOY év buiv 


1Alford incorrectly objects to the passive 
‘interpretation adopted by me, that the 





























position of the words would require to be ras 
KAjoews akvoop. For the emphasis rests on 
afwoy placed first, whilst with rhs cAyjoews 
the idea, already supposed as well known by 
karakiwbijvas bas ths BactAelas Tod Geed, ver. 
5, a8 well as by the contents of ver. 10, is only 
resumed, although under a different form. 

Alford, appealing to 1 Cor, vii. 20, understands 
KAjjows “not merely as the first act of God, but 
as the enduring state produced by that act, 
the normal termination of which is glory.” 


Kat wav ayabov diamparrngbe, nai ors Hre as 
BovaAerar 0 Geds, pySevds Duty ActmovTos. Gro- 
tius: Omnem bonitatem sibi gratam... 
ayabuciryy, 7 eer atrod ebvdoxia, Olshausen, 
with whom Bloomfield agrees: May God fill 
you with all the good which is pleasing to 
Him. In an excess of arbitrariness, Olshau- 
sen besides takes ebSexiay and épyor as 
absolute accusatives, whilst he unites ipas 
not. only with agen, but likewise with 
manpacn. — 
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named. both our ‘God and our. Lord Span inlecbvetaion which: indeed, 
grammatically i is no less allowable than the interpretation of the doxsology, 
6 oy éxl wdvrov Gabe ebAoyyroc ele rove alavac, Rom, ix. 5, as an apposition 
--t0.6 Xpioréc, but is equally inadmissible, as it would contain an un-Pauline 
thought; on account of which also Hilgenfeld,. Alschy. f. de wiss. Pheol., 

Halle 1862, p. 264, in the. interest of the supposed spuriousness of the 
mele) has forthwith appropriated to himself this discovery of Hohmann, 


Noves py AMERICAN Eprror. 
‘LVIIL Vv. 1-12. 


() The Second Bristle hi 1s the same general character as the First, both in re- 
spect to the fact that it is a letter of fr iendly feeling and suggestion, and In respect 
to the main subject which is treated of. It differs from the former [pistle, how- 
ever, in that it was apparently written for the purpose of correcting a single error, 
into which the Thessalonians had been led since Paul had written to them, and 
‘perhaps in connection with some misapprehension as to the me: ining of what he 
had written. Jt is thus a letter of explanation and correction on a single point, to 
“which, both at the beginning and end, certain exhortations or expressions of 
friendly sentiment are added. The centre and substance of the Epistle are, thus, 
in the second chapter, and the other parts are united with this ina subordinate 


2c Sway. 


(6) In the expression of thankfulness, with whieh the leiter opens, we find evi- 


nh “dence of progress in the church, even since the date of the former epistle. This — 





“ig indicated by the stronger words used (as compared with 1 Thess. i. 211): 

“brepartdver, wAcovater, éynauyaoda, We also find evidence that the church had 
met with still farther persecutions, as seen in the addition to droog tua wat 
mlorew¢. (ver. 4) of the words év maou. ... dvéyeo_e,—and in the long passage re- 
lating to the subject (vv. 5-10). A careful comps wison of the expressions in the 
two letters, however, will show that there is only guch a progress indieated as 
might easily have been seen within a brief period... Indeed, the movement of the 
thought, in chap. 1, in the line of faith, love and’ stedfastness; in chap. i, in 
the line of the Parousia; and in chap. iii, in the line of similar exhortations, 
makes it clear that the two letters could not have, been widely separt ted in 
time. 

(c) As to individual words and phrases, the following points may be noticed :— ' 
(1) While the possibility of using wore in the sense of fidelity may be allowed, it 
seems altogether improbable that it is to be understood. in this sense in ver. 4 (aa 
‘Liinem. takes it), because of the natural and easy connection of the ideas of 

-stedfasiness and faith, and because wloric of ver. 3 undoulitedly means faith— 
(2) With Sodecy pt of ver, 5 we may compare évdetic of Phil. i, 28. The suggestion 
of the passage in Phil. points to the active, not the mere passive element, con- 
tained in trouovf a8 that which constituted the gderyua, The fact that the 

- Christians endured persecutions, ete., not terrified or overpowered: by any thing 










which their adversaries could. do, was a token: or proof (prognostic, Liinem.) of the 
ena judgment of God. The idea of justice in God, as thus recompensing, 
ens. to rhe easnected with, two ideas: hich we. find presented i in the New Alte 
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ment:—the legal principle of reward according to works, which belongs to the 
legal system, and that justice or righteousness which consists in the fulfillment of 
promises and coyenants—God has promised His people a blessed reward (comp. 
5 Heb. vi. 10).—(8) The connection of the idea of suffering with that of being 
bs counted worthy of the kingdom, which we find here and elsewhere in Paul’s 
writings (comp, Rom. viii. 17 and other passages), seems to show, not only how 
inseparable from the Christian life such suffering (which was then largely in the 
line of persecution, etc.) appeared to the apostolic mind, but also how the mind 
of that age turned to the recompenses of the future as a sustaining and encouraging 
fact——(4) This Epistle opens, as also 1 Thess., with the thought of the Parousia, 
as seen in the word aroxadujuc of ver. 7.—(5) The words added to araradtnpec ar’ 
ovparod here, as compared with those added in 1 Thess. iv. 16. are apparently de- 
termined by the particular thought which the writer has in mind. There, it is 
the summoning of the Christians at the end, whether living or dead, to meet Him 
in their new life. Here, it is the execution of His purposes of judgment with re- 
gard to enemies and friends. The words here employed (év svpi @2oyde, per’ dyyé- 
Awv Suvduewg attov) do not, however, apparently refer to the idea of punishment. 
They set forth majesty and power, which may secure either glory to obedient sub- 
jects or destruction to enemies—(6) Ver. 9 is the only passage in Paul's writings 
in which the phrase dAe0pog aieveog ovens, and the only one in which the word 
awtoviog oocurs as upplied to the future of unbelieving men. This particular phrase 
is not found elsewhere in the N.'T., but the adjective aiaroe is connected with rip 
po Matt, xviii. 8, xxv. 41, Jude 7, with xdAaog Matt. xxv. 46, with «pio (T. BR.) or 
faire — dpaprypa Mark iii, 29, and with xpiua Web, vi. 2. The adjective is found forty- 
7 four times in the N.'T. qualifying the word life, and twenty times (including those 
just mentioned) with other words—generally, as connected ‘either with the idea 
of salvation, or with God, His Spirit, purpose, ete. That the adjective carries with 
it the idea of duration, and is not a mere qualitative word, is indicated by its use 
in many cases, The argument in proof that it has this idea of duration in. the 
phrases which refer'to the penalty of the future life, is a strong one, and one not 
easily set aside. The declaration here given by Paul in respect to this penalty is 
the most definite one which he makes, in his Epistles, in a positive form; but there 
are statements in a negative form (as e.g. 1 Cor. vi. 9,10), which may be regarded 
as conveying the same idea—(7) The preposition a7é (ver. 9), for the reasons 
given by Liinem., contains the idea of separation from ; and, this being the case, . 
défa is to be interpreted as meaning that glory which is connected with the mani- 
festation of His person when he accomplishes the complete triumph of His king- 
dom. This is indicated as the meaning, also, by the following words, 6ray «.7,A.— _ 
(8) év ra quépe éxetvy (ver. 10), which is to be connected with Javuacb7ra and the 
words which precede it, refers to the droxéAvyuc, and thus to the Parousia. There 
is, apparently, nothing either here, or in any statement of either of the two 
a Epistles, to indicate that Paul had in mind an Advent which was to be separated 
: by a long interval from the day of Final Judgment, or that the idea of Farrar 
(Life of St. Paul, Vol. [., p. 607)—that this “wonian exclusion” takes place at the 
time of the former, and not of the latter, is to be found in the passage —(9) The 
explanation of ele 6 of ver. 11, which is given by Liinem., is the most satisfactory 
one—these words referring to the fact that the glorification of Christ in His people. vate 
is to be expected, and the following part of the verse relating to the worthiness 7 aaa 
of the readers to participate in the blessedness connected with it.—(10) The rela- 
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tion of wAgpdon-to dfdon, which Liinem, makes that of means leading to the result 
of being judged worthy, is to be thus understood, if «Ajoewe is taken, as he takes 
it, in the sense, of the good thing to which we are callel—the future blessedness, 
. This is probably the correct view. If, on the other hand, cAjoews is referred, with 
Alf, to “the enduring state produced. by the firstact” of calling, rayp. may be re- 
‘garded ag that which accompanies the agcéoy.—(11) Most of the recent comm, 
agree with Litinem. that ver. 12 is not to be interpreted ag if both Veot and. cupioy, 
were intended by the writer to describe Christ—Christ receiving, thus, the name 
of God... As xbpiog seems evidently to have somewhat of the Marcie of a proper 
name in its N.'T. use, the two words do not fall under the ordinary rule of appella- 
“tive words united by xai under a single article. Accordingly, the phrase only unites 
God and Christ in a common gelation, to grace, and does not give to Christ the name 
‘Bede. The passage, however, is not parallel with Rom, ix. 5,as Liinem.’s remark 
might seem to imply. In that passage, all the indications of the sentence and its 
construction point to the connection of 6 6» «7.2, with Xpuoréc, and the supposed 
““un-Pauline thought” is the only argument of weight against it. Here, on the 
other hand, the grammatical usage with regard to proper names favors the dis- 
tinction between Yed¢c and Xpiorde. 
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CHAPTER II. 

Ver. 2. Elz. has amd rod vodc. Instead of it, D E 43,-al., Syr. Exp. Syr. p. co. 
ast. ‘Sahil. Aeth. Vulg. Clar. Germ, ‘arose: Hier. Pel, have. Grd Tov voice 
tuov. An interpretation—Instead of the Receptus pire Opoeioba, A BD* FGR, 
Ox. require dé Gpociada. Correctly preferred by Lachm. Tisch. Bloomfield, 
Alford and Ellicott, for SpocioFac contains a new point, intensifying the dis- 
course. —xvpiov] Hz. Matth. read Xpeorov, Against the preponderating authority 
of A B D* E (?) F GL, min. plur. vers. and Fathers.~Ver. 3. Instead of the 
Receptus duaptiac, BS 3, al., perm. Copt. Sahid. Slay. ed. Or. ms. (bis et in edd. 
qu.) Cyr, hieros. Damase. Nicephor. Tert. Ambrosiast. ed. Ambr, have dvopiag. 
Adopted by Tisch. 8. But avouiag is taken from dvouiacg, ver. 7, and dvopos, ver. 

§.—Ver. 4. Instead of the Receptus trepaipsuevos, F G, Or. feetnel Prosop. (ap. 
Niceph. semel) demand éracpduevog. But the directly following éri decides 
against its genuineness.—Before kadioa: Elz. Matth. add o¢ Ody, A gloss for the 
sake of strengthening. Correctly erased by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch., 
Alford and Ilicott, to whom also Reiche agrees, after A B D*8, min. perm. Erp. 
Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Arm, Vulg. Clar. Germ, Or. (ter.) Hippol.. Cyr. utr. Severus, 
Chrys. ms. Theodoret (alic.) Polychronius, Methodius jun., Damase. Ir. Tert. Cypr. 
Aug. Ambrosiast. Ruf. Primas. Cassiod. al.—Instead of the Receptus arodeucvirra, 
AF G, 3, 28, al, edd. Or. (semel) Cyr. utr. Theodoret (ter,) Damasc. (semel) have 
derodernvbovrde —Ver. 8. 6 xiptog "Iycot¢] Elz. Matth. Tisch. 2, Bloomfield, and 
Reivche read only 46 xtpws, after B (e sil.) D*#* EX K L* min. pl. Arab. in 
polygl. Sl. ms. Or. (semel vel bis) Macar. Cyr. hier. Theodoret. (sem.) Damase. 
(sem.) Occ. Vig. al. But 6 xiprog 'Tyooig (received by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. 
Tisch. 1,7 and 8, Alford, Ellicott) is required by A D* E* F G L** 8, 17, 31, al, 
perm. Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Arm. Slay. ed. Vulg. It. Or. (semcl vel 
bis) Hippol. Constitut. Ath. Bas, Cyr. Ephr. Chrys. Theodoret (saepe), Damase., 
Theoph. Ir. (semel) Tert. Hier (saepe) Fulgent, Hilar. Ambros. Aug. Rufin, Am- 
brosiast. Primas. Pelag.—Elz. has avadaoet. Lachm. and Tisch. 1 and 8 read avedei, 
after A B D* 17, 28, al, mult. Or. (semel) Hipp. Macar. Method. jun,, Andrens 
caesar, Cyr. hieros, Chrys. ms. Damase. Theophylact. But avaddoee is the more 
unusual form, and avede is taken from the LXX. Isa. xi. 4—Ver. 10. aduciac] 
Elz. Griesh. Matth. Scholz read rfc aduxtac. The article is wanting in A B F GS* 
min, Or, (sexies) Cyr, hieros. The last syllable of the preceding avary gave occa-. 
sion to this addition —roi¢ droAAvpévorg] Elz. Griesbach, Matth. Bloomfield read 
éy roic drodAunévac, Against A B D* F G8* 17, 71, al., Copt. Sahid, Aeth. Vulg. 
Tt. Or. (quinquies) Cyr. hieros. Damase. (semel) Ir. Tert. Aug. Ambrosiast. al— 
Ver. 11. Instead of the Receptus wéupec, A B D* F GS* 67** al, Vulg. ms. Or. 
(bis vel ter) Bas. Cyr. hieros. Damase. Ir. Ambrosiast. ed. require wéumet, Recom- 

mended by Griesb. Received by Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., Alford and Ellicott. Cor- 
rectly. The present only suits ver. 7, according to which the wickedness had 
already begun to work.—Ver. 12. 7) el Elz, Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Tisch, 2 and 








“ dress.—iaép] is in the Vulgate* understood as a form of adjura 
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% Bloomfield, Alford, Ellicott read é» r7 sg abcui after A D#* E K L See min, pk 
Copt. Syr. utr. al.,m, Or, (bis) Chrys. Theodoret (semel) Damtse. (semel) al. Cypr. 
“Hier. Lachm, has bracketed év. It is wanting in B D* F GS* min. perm. edd. 
‘Sahid. Vulg. It. Or. (bis) Hippol. Cyr. utr. Theodoret (alic.), Damase. Tr. Tert, 
~ Aug. Ambrosiast. al. Erased by‘ Tisch. 1 and 8 But the addition was most 
natural fora N. T. writer, on account. of its agreomiént with the Hebrew, whilst at 
a later period the parallel member in the first half of the versa might easily have 
been the occasion of its omission—Ver. 18, am’ dpgic]) BF G 36, al, Didym. 
Damase, (comm.) Vulg. Ambr. Pel, read arapyey, So Lachm. and Tisch. 1. Not 
‘only doA DEK 4 & almost all min., many vers. and Fathers attest the reading 
of the Receptus ax’ apyx%e, but Paul could not possibly have written dapy4v, as 
the Thessalonians were not the first who became believers, either generally or 
even in Macedonia —Ver. 17, srypigac] Tile. Matth. read orypizae igac, But dude ig 
wanting in AB D* E* F G8, min, mult. Syr. utr. Arm, Vulg. It. Chrys, Oec. 
Ambrosiast. al. and is a supplementary addition.—Instead. of epyy Kat Adya, Elz, 
‘and Matth. have Ady Kal Epya, Against decisive testimony (A BD E L&, min. 
mult. Copt. Aeth Syrp. Slay. ms. Vulg. It. Chrys. Theophyl. Theodoret, Occ. 
Ambrosiast. Vigil. ad.) 


“Vy. 1-12. [On wy. 148, see Note LY. pages 541, 542.] Dognnatie portion of the 
Epistle. Information, by way of correction concerning the commence- 
~ ment of the advent.” The day of the Lord is not yet. It will only then 

occur when Antichrist, whom now a preventing power hinders from 
appearing, will be manifested.’ 

Mer. 1. ‘Eporauev dé] passing from what the apostle prays for the 

“Thessalonians (i. 11, 12) to what he requires of them. 


On tpariy, 
gee on 1 Thess. iv. 1 


~ [LV a.J—adeago!] an affectionate and winning ad- 
; tion (per 
-adventum)* and then the meaning attributed to it is either: si vobis dies 
ile tremendus est . ... obtestor vos per illum (Zwingli), or: si vobis animo 
earus est oe domini, si desiderabile est vobis ad ipsum dominum 


t 








1See on ¥v. 1-12, Noesselt, Opuse, ad inter- 


ee bs pretationem sacrarum soriptur. Jascie. IL, Hal. : 
L187, pe 257 £2; Seger, Diss. philol. ad iociin 8 Q:. 


Thess, i,1~12, Hal, 1791; Tychsen in Henke's 
Magazin f. Religionsphilos., Exeges. und Kirch- 
“engesch. ‘vol. VIL, Helmst. 1796, pe 171 if; Storr, 
. Opuse,.. acad. yol, TIL, Tib. 1903, p. 323 ff; 
~ Nitzsch, De revelatione religionis externa eadem- 
que publica, Lips. 1908, p. 220 ff. ; Heydenreich 
in the Neue Krit, Journal ‘der theol. Litera- 
tur, by Winer and Engelhardt, Bu.. 8; Sulzb, 
1828; Kern in the Tiibing. Zeitschr.. f. theol. 


1889,.Part, 2, p. 145 1%;. Wieseler,. Chronologie a 


des apost, Zeitatiers, Gott, 1848, p. 257 ff; Baum- 


fal garten, die Apostelgeschichte oder der Entwickols 
“ Mngsgang den Kirche von Jerusalem bis. Rom. ee 








Ad-ed.. vot. 1, Braunschw, 1859, p. 603 3 


Nat, Lead and many. peer: 


J p. 420 fh; v. Dillinger, Chrtatenthum u, Kirche 


in der Zeit der Grundlequng, Regensh, 1800, p, 
277. 1h, 422 fh; Tarthardi, die Lehre-von den 
letzten Dingen, Leipz. 1861, p, 146 yd. Arm 
strong, The Apocalypse and St, Paul's prophecy 
of the Man’ of Sin (2 Thess. 11), critically 
ercinined and. historically illustrated, - Dublin, 
1868; Weiss, in d. Theol. Stud, a. Krit., 1869, 1, 
p.204f.; We Engelhardt, der Antichrist.» Tine 
Studie tiber.2 Thess. 2. 1-125 in ud. Zettsehr. fiir. 
d. gesemnite luth. Theol. w. ir che von Delitesch 


Stoud Guericke: 1877, 1 yp. 62 Mf; older literature | 


ihn Wolf, .: 
2 As well as by Pelagius, Faber Stapulensis, 
Bugenhagen, Clarius, Erasmus, Zwingli, Cal- 


‘vin; Hemming, Hunnius, Justinian, Estius,. - 
_ Piscater, Balduin, Aretins, Corneliusa Lapide, 
Schneckenburger on the Lehrevom ‘Antichrist. _. Bega, Fromond., 
“Greate of by Ed. Béhmer in the Jahrb. f. 


eutsche Theol: von Liebner, cto, Gotha 1859, 


Calixt; Bern. a Pivonius, 
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colligi, ete. (Hemming), or lastly: quam vere exspectatis domini adventum, 
etc. (Beza), Certainly inép, as elsewhere zpéc, sometimes occurs in pro- 
testations with the genitive; comp. Hom. JI. xxiv. 466 f—Kai paw imtp 
marpog Kat pytépog qixduowo Aloseo Kal réxeoc, wa of otv Ovpdv dpivnc, Bern- 
hardy, Syntaz, p. 244. But (1) such a usage is entirely foreign to the N. 
T. (2) It is hardly conceivable that Paul should have chosen that as an 
object of adjuration, concerning which he was about to instruct them in 
what follows. Therefore Zeger, Vorstius, Grotius, Hammond, Wolf, 
Noesselt, Koppe, Storr, Heydenreich, Flatt, Pelt, Schott, de Wette, Winer 
(p. 859 [E. T. 883]), Baumgarten-Crusius, Wieseler, Bloomfield, Alford, 
Ewald, Bisping, Riggenbach, and others more correctly take ixép in the 
sense of repli, in respect of. Comp. Rom. ix. 27; 2 Cor. i. 8; Passow, A 3: 
Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 244; Kihner, II. p, 288. Yet this does not prevent . 
the maintenance of the special import of the preposition ‘also here. The 


meaning is in the interest of the advent, namely, in order to preserve it 


from everything that is. erroneous. When, then, the apostle says: we 
entreat you in the interest of the advent, the meaning of this abbreviated 
form of expression is: we entreat you in. the interest of the advent, 
namely, to guard it against all misrepresentations, not to deviate from the 
correct view concerning. it—zrapovoia rob xvpiov] here also, as everywhere 
with Paul, is nothing else than the personal coming (return) of Christ at, 
the completion of the kingdom of God.—éricwayoy7] points back to 1 
Thess. iv. 17, denoting the act by which all believers are caught up. to 
Yhrist, or gathered together to Him, to be then eternally united to Him, 


following the resurrection and change.—juév] is placed first in order to 


obtain a more direct contrast to kupiov—én’ airéy] up to Him. Incorrectly 
Grotius, Koppe, Heydenreich, Pelt, Alford, and others, that it is equiva- 
lent to mpd¢ avrdy, 

Ver. 2. A statement of the odject of the whole sentence, ver. 1—oaActe- 
ofa:| from. oddoc, which is especially used of the sea agitated by a storm 
(comp. Luke xxi. 25), denotes being placed in a state of commotion and 
vacillation. It is spoken both in a natural sense of circumstances in the 
external world (comp. Matt. xi. 7; Acts iv. 81, xvi. 26; Heb. xii. 26, etc.), 
and also transferred to mental conditions (comp. Acts xvii.18).  cerevOjvat 
ard tod vode is a pregnant construction, including two ideas: to be put in 
a state of mental commotion away from the voic, ¢. e. so that the robe goes 
astray, does not attain to its proper function. Comp. Rom. ix.3: avddeua 
élvat and tot Xpiorod.—voic] is to be taken quite generally. It denotes the 
reasonable, sober, and considerate state of mind, mentis tranquillitas (Turre- 
tin). Others, contrary to the meaning of the word, understand by voie 
the more cérrect view or conviction, received by the personal instruction 
of the apostle concerning the advent, from which the ‘Thessalonians were 
not to suffer themselves to be removed. So Hemming, Bullinger, Estius, 
Lucius Osiander,.Piscator, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Fromond., Bern. - 
a Piconius, Nat. Alexander, Moldenhauer, Flatt, Heydenreich, and many 
others; whilst, in an equally erroneous manner, Wolf interprets the 
expression of the “sensus verborum Pauli, de hoc argumento in superiore 
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epistola traditorum.’—) taxéoc] not suddenly. This does not import, 
“sq soon after my departure ” (Joachim Lange), or 80 shortly after the 
instructions received from us (Piseator, Calovius, Olshausen, and others), 
but - suddenly, so soon after the matter in question was spoken of—pyde 
~ -Gpociodal] nor yet be frightened. A new and stronger point, which is more 
definitely described or divided by the following pjre, according to a three- 
fold statement of the cause. See on this distinction between jé and 
ure, Winer, p. 454 [E. T. 488].—pare dia. rvetparos| [LV ¢.] neither by 
inspiration. Falsely-understood prophecies of the O. 'T. (Krause), or signa 
quasi per spiritum facta (Pelagius), or deceitful revelations by spiritual 
appearances (Ernest Schmid, Schrader), or by dreams (Schrader), are not 
“meant; but inspired prophetical discourses, delivered by the members of 
the church in Christian assemblies, and whose contents were falsely given 
out as divine revelations. ‘To understand, with Chrysostom, Bugenhagen, 
Vatablus, Koppe, Storr, Bolten, Heydenreich, and others (Flatt and de 
Wette give the alternative), mvedua as an abstract noun, instead of the 
concrete mveviareréc, 80 that the persons who delivered the inspired dis- 
courses are to be understood, although not without an logy, is yet objection- 
able in itself, and has the want of harmony occasioned by it with the 
following Adyov and: émarodge against it.—yire ded Adyov] is by Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius referred to a traditional (falsified) word of Jests, more specifi- 
cally by Noesselt to the prophecy of Christin Matt. xxiv., Mark xiil., Luke 
xxi, But if Paul had in view a saying of Christ, he would have indicated 


“it (perhaps by pire did Adyou dc kvpiov, or something similar), Others, as. 
“Michaelis and Tychsen, translate Adyos by “reckoning,” and suppose 


‘that one made a reckoning of the times on the ground. of the 
Book of Daniel, and in consequence inferred that the advent of Christ 
was directly at hand. But Adyov by itself certainly doos not justify such 
an. artificial hypothesis. Lastly, others, in distinction from prophecy 
“delivered by inspiration, take Aéyos inthe sense of a calm and didactic 
discourse, whether aiming at conviction or seduction. So, after the 
example of Chrysostom, Oecumenius (dd zePavodoyiag), Theophylact (6a 
didackariag Gaon gure yevouévnc), Clarius (oratione persuasoria), Zeger: (per 
-doctrinam. viva voce prolatam), Ewald (“by word ; that is, by discourse 
and doctrine [ddayxa, 1 Cor. xiv. 26]; whilst one sought to prove the error 
‘ina learned manner by a clever discourse, perhaps from the Holy Serip- 
“tures ”), Hofmann, Riggenbach, and many others. However, from the 
parallel arrangement in ver. 15, which opposes. the true to the false 
~ expressed in ver. 2, it is evident that 61a Aéyou and O? ériorodje are closely 
connected ideas, of which the first denotes the oral, and the second the 
written statement. It is accordingly most natural to. construe dia Adyov 
not by itself, but to unite: d¢ 62 quay, as proceeding from us, both with 6d 
- Qbyow and with, 6¢ émoroage; and to understand the first of oral expressions 
which were imputed to the apostle and the latter of written expressions 
i “*YBut not, ag Macknight (comp. also Bloom- _ ‘explains ‘it, of “rumores de nobis, quasi alind 
x field) thinks, of a pretended oral message of nunc diceremus, guam ‘antehac diximus.” 
~, the ‘apostie to his readers; nor, as Grotiag. 7: Be 
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which were imputed to him by means of a forged epistle. On the other 
hand, with Erasmus, to refer d¢ d? judy also to did mvebparoe is impossi- 
ble; as, although Adyo: and émoroAai may be placed in the category of 
ihode things which proceed from one absent, yet this cannot be the case 
with inspired prophetical discourses, as with these the personal presence 
of the speaker was requisite.'—dg de juév] stmply denies that such a say- 
ing or letter, containing such an assertion, arose from Paul and his two com- 
panions, or proceeded from them. The apostle accordingly supposes, that as 
there were actually in Thessalonica prophetical announcements (mvebya) 
which had the assertion which follows as their contents, so there were also 
actually present a Aéyog and an émoroAg containing the contents here stated. 
Accordingly, it isa completely arbitrary assumption when Kern, p. 149 
f.; Reuss, Gesch. der heil. Schriften N. T., 4th edit., Braunschw. 1864, p. 71; 
Bleck, Hinleit. in d. N. T., Ber. 1862, p. 885 f.; and Hilgenfeld, in d. Zischr. 
J. wiss. Theol., Halle 1862, p. 249, after the example of Beza (but he not 
decidedly), Hammond, and Krause, refer the émiored# to the apostle’s First 
Epistle to the Thessalonians, which was wrongly understood, or, as Hil- 
genfeld thinks, from which an inference suggested by it was drawn.—d¢ 
dre ingornney 7 yuépa rod kvpiov] [LV d.] as 4, or, like as if the day of the 
Lord is already present, ov, is even. on the point of commencing* (comp. Rom. 
viii. 8S; 1 Cor. iii. 22, vii. 26; Gal. i. 4), gives the contents of the communi- 
cations unsettling and terrifying them. oe placed before é7: brings into 
prominence the fact that this notion was completely unfounded and 
purely imaginary. Comp. also 2 Cor. xi. 31, and Winer, p. 574 [E. T. 618]. . 
Completely erroneous Hofmann : é¢ ére is equivalent to d¢ édv, 1 Thess. ii. 
7.—When, moreover, the apostle says that these illusions unsettled and 
terrified the Thessalonians, this effect might be produced both on those. 
who regarded the advent with longing desire and on those who regarded 
it with fear, For what is eagerly expected puts a man in a state of excite- 
ment, and if it is something decisive of his fate, into a state of fear, as 
soon as he believes that the moment of its realization has come. 
Vv. 3,4. [See Note LV e-k.] An emphatically-repeated exhortation, 
and the reason of it. The readers were by no means to be misled into 
the fancy, that the day of the Lord was now to dawn; for the apostasy 
and the appearance of Antichrist must precede it.—égararav] does not 
precisely convey the idea of a deceit occurring from wicked intention, 
whilst it may be correctly imagined that nothing evil was seen in the 
mode of deception mentioned in ver. 2—rather it was considered as an 
excusable vehicle for the diffusion of views which were believed to be 
recognized as true; only the idea of delusion, i.e. of being misled into a 
false and incorrect mode of contemplation, is expressed by the verb.— | 


1Correctly Theodoret: wapeyyua roivuy & a5 ef abrod ypadheicay émiatohny mpodépo.er, 
Oetos andarodos, wy merreiew Tols Adyovow pate ci aypddws avroy eipyeévar Aéyouer. 
dvertyncévas Tov Ths gurredActas Katpor, Kat Tap- 2Incorrectly Hoelemann, Die Stellung St. 
aurika Tov Kiprov émuparycedOat, wire ck mpoo~ Pauli zu der Frage um die Zeit der Wiederkunft 
movotvre xpnonmdely Kai mpopyredey’ rodro yap Christi, Leipz. 1858, p. 14: “as if the day of 
Adyer pare Sd mvetparos’ pire ei wiardpevor the Lord was at hand.” 
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When, then, the apostle says, Let’ NO. MAN 5 Uefoot you, it is, similar to a 


~ form of representation usual to him, in the meaning of suffer yourselves 


to be befooled by no one. Comp. Eph. v. 6; Col. ii. 16, 18—serd pqdéiva 
: roérov)] not only recapitulates the three: modes of misleading mentioned 
in ver. 2 (Bengel, Baumg garten-Crusius), but is an absolute expression, so 
that. accordingly it may be supiposed that some other mode of deception 
might be employed—The sentence vv. 3, 4 is grammatically incomplete, 
_ The finite verb to 6r: is wanting, which Paul intended to accompany the 
conjunction, but easily forgot as he added to 6 dvOperog rig duapriag 
longer description. It is perfectly clear from the connection that ovx 
-évboryxer yy jpépa tod xvpiov from ver. 2 is to be supplied to dr. In a very 
forced manner Knatchbull attempts to remove the incompleteness of the 
‘construction by placing a comma after or, supplying évéorzxev to bri, and 
uniting it with yj tw... tTpdwov into one sentence. “Suffer yourselves 
to be deceived by no one that Aine day of the Lord is at the door), unless 
first there shall have come,” ete. To maintain this meaning évéoryxey 
- must necessarily be added to ors. But still more arbitrary is the attempt 
of Storr and Flatt to remove the ellipsis by explaining éay yj as analo- 
gous (!) to the Hebrew 85 O8, in the sense of most certainly, most posilinely. 
~tr/] isto be separated from the preeeding by a colon, and does not 
- denote indeed (Baumgarten-Crusius), but for. —Wraatagia | a later Greek 
~ form for the older dréoracc The expression is to be left in its absolute- 
ness, not, with Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Augustin (de cluitate 
det, xx. 21), and Bolten, to be taken as abstractum pro concrete, so that 
Antichrist himself is to be understood. But no apostasy in the political 


~gense, but entirely religious apostasy—that is, a falling away from God und 


true rallsionoan have been meant by drooracia, (1) What is said of 
the avpwros rig dyapriag in direct internal connection with the apostasy, 
(2) the characteristic of the drosracia, ver. 8, by dvopia, ver. 7, and (8) the 
constant biblical usage, constrain us to this view. Comp. LXX. 2 Chron, 
xxix. 19; Jer, ii. 19; 1>Mace. ii. 15, ete,; Acts xxi 21; 1 Tim. iv. 1. 
Accordingly, also, Kern’s view (comp. already Arctius and Vorstius) is to 
“be rejected as inadmissible, that-we are to think of a méature of political 
‘and religious apostasy.—Moreover, the apostle speaks of } drvaracia (with 


| the article), and also 6 GpOpamog rip duapriag 1.7. A., either because the 


readers had already been orally instructed concerning it (comp. ver. 5), or 
because the Old Testament prophets had already foretold the apostasy 


vas and the appearance. of Antichrist. But the apostasy is not the consequence 


_of the appearance of Antichrist, so that Paul by cal amonadapoy era. goes 
backwards froma statement of its effect to a specification of its author (so 


Pelt and de Wette, appealing to vv. 9, 10); but it precedes the appearance - | 
EOE, antichrist, so that this igs the historical climax. of the 4 arocracia, and 


_ serves for its completion (vv. 7-10) -—The apostle considers Antichrist as 








ge. parallel to Christ; therefore he here speaks of an drandaurpec (comp. i. 


Oy a revelation of what was hitherto cohoealed, as 3 well as, in ver. 9, of an 





- See Lobes 
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advent of the same. {On vv. 3-12, see Note LX. page 622 ]—d' avd purcog ripe 
duapriac] the man of sin, i.e. in whom sin is the principal matter, and. is, as 
it were, incorporated—who thus forms the climax of wickedness.—é vide 
Tig anwasiag] the son of perdition, i.e. who on account of his wickedness 
falls a prey to perdition. Comp. John xvii. 12. See Winer, p. 223 f. [E. 
T. 288 £]. Schleusner and Pelt erroneously take the expression as tran- 
sitive: “who will be the cause of perdition to others.” Equally errone- 
ously Theodoret, Oecumenius, and others; also Heydenreich, Schott and 
Engelhardt: the transitive sense is to be united with the intransitive. 

Ver. 4. '0 dvruxeiuevoc] is not to be united by zeugma with breparpsuevac, 
so that out of ért wavrax.r.A. the dative ravrt Acyozévy Oc } ceBdouart is to 
be taken (Benson, Koppe, Krause, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Pelt, Bloomfield, 
Hofmann, Riggenbach), but is absolute, in the sense of a substantive—the 
opposer, It has been erroneously maintained by Pelt, that the article 
being only put once necessitates the assumption of a zeugma. But all that 
follows from the single insertion of the article is only that the two state-. 
ments, avrixcioOae and trepaipecba, must contain something related to each 
other, which is sumned up in a common general idea. This general idea is 
extremely evident from-what follows. Accordingly, the person of whom 
Paul speaks was designated according to his internal nature by 6 dv¥ pues 
Tig dpapriac, then characterized according to his ultimate fate by 6 vidc ri¢ 
arwaciac, and now—whilst Paul in his delineation takes a step backward. 
(comp, ver. 8 aud ver. 9)—the mode and manner of his public external appear-. 


ance and conduct is described.—But if 6 dvrixeiverog denotes simply and 


absolutely the opposer, the question is asked, whom does he oppose ? Baum- 
garten and Michaelis erroneously answer: the human race; for this inter- 
pretation has no point of contact in the context, and would explain away 
the form so definitely brought before us by Paul by a vague generality. 
De Wette and others more definitely answer: God and Christ. And cer- 
tainly the description that immediately follows shows that the opposer 
opposes himself in the highest degree to God. But this fact does not 
justify such a wide meaning, if another is opposed to it in the context. 
Now the contert specially points to the opposer of Christ (thus Heyden- 
reich, Schott, and Kern). For the man of sin stands in the closest and 
strictest parallelism with Christ. He is the forerunner of Christ’s advent, 
and has, as the caricature of Christ, Vike Him an advent and a manifesta- 
tion: he raises the power of evil, which exalts itself in a hostile manner 
against. Christ and His kingdom, to the highest point; his working is 
diametrically the opposite of the working of Christ, and it is Christ's 
appearance which destroys him. Accordingly, the opponent can be none | 
other than the Antichrist (6 dvrlypioroc, 1 John ii. 18). This Antichrist is 
not the devil himself (Pelagius and others), for he is distinguished from, 
him (ver. 9); but according to ver. 9 he is an instrument of the devil—In_ 
Kat dreparpdpevog x.t.2. he is further described as he who, in frivolous arro- 
gance, exalts himself above all that is called God. With this description | 
the delineation of Antiochus Epiphanes, in Dan. xi. 86, 37, was before the 
mind of the apostle, where it is said: Kat 6 Baodede twPjoerac rat peyanuv- 
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Bhoeran énk wavra Sibi Kal AaAhost mépoyea. « ve Kal él névrac dcoie Tay mwarépaw 
abroii of surfers... Kat él map Oedv ov owpoet, ire él rdvrag peyadvvljosrat. 
Comp. Dan. vil. 25: nat Adyoug mpadg tov tnbiotov AaAhoe.—ért mwdvra Aeydpevoy 
~ Oe6v] includes the true God as well as the false gods. worshipped by the 
heathen; but Aeyduevoy is a natural. addition from Christian caution, as 
rdvra Gedy would have been a senseless and indeed bl: wphemous expres- 
sion for a Christian —) ofBaoja] gorves for a generalization of the’idea 

Gedy, Accordingly the meaning is: or whatever else is cnr object of adora- 
ton, sc. of divine adoration (= numen)—dore «.7.4.] The arrogant wicked- 
~~ ness of Antichrist proceeds so far that he claims divine »adoration for hin- 
self. —kablisar| intransitive, seats himself; accordingly not abréy (Grotius, 
Koppe, Pelt), but aitéy is to be written. abrév is placed for the sake of 
emphasis: he, who has lost all reverence for the divine, in whose form he 
wishes to appear.—é vad rob Oecd] is not, as Theodoret, Oecumeninus, 
Theophylact, Calvin, Musculus, Hunnius, Estius, Lucius and Andrew 
Osiander, Aretius, Vorstius, Calixt, Calovius, Wolf, Benson, Moldenhauer, 
Bolten, and others, also Heydenreich, Pelt, Olshausen, Bloomfield, Alford, 
Bisping, and Hilgenfeld (Ue. p. 253) assume, a fignrative representation of 
the Christian church, but, on account of the definite expression catioae, 
cannot be otherwise understood than in its proper sense. But on account 
of the repetition of the article can only one definite temple of one definite 
true God—that is, the temple of Jerusalem—be meant (Grotius, Cleric pus, 
- Schéttgen, Whitby, Kern, de Wette, Wieseler, v. Déllinger, Le. p. 282, 

- Davidson, Introduction to the study of the N. Test. vol. I, p. 13)— 
arodeucvivra éavriv bre totiv Oedc] exhibiting himself that heis a god, 4. e. 
whilst he not only actually takes possession of the temple of the only true — 
God as his own, a8 a dwelling-place belonging to him, but also publicly 
_ predicates of himself divine dignity, and accordingly requires to be adored. 

~The interpretation of Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, and others, 

» also Heydenreich, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, Bisping, and Rigeenbach : 
_ “who shows himself or seeks to show himself asa god by deceitful mira- 

cles” (ver. 9), agrees not with the preceding kaliae, 

Ver, 5. Estius: “Est... tacita objurgatio, quasi dicat: quum haee vobis 
praesens dixerim, non debebatis commoveri rumoribus aliqnorum dicen- 
tium instare diem domini.”—On rpi¢ tude] see on 1 Thess, ili, 4.—raira] 
namely, the contents of vv. 8, 4. To assume, however, a parenthesis from 
~. Ner. 6 to oidere in ver. 6 (so Heinsius) is arbitrary. 

- Mer. 6, 12 xaré yor] is that which keeps back, that which hinders (rd kwdtov, 
Chrysostom), But it does not denote, as Heinsius thinks (here and in ver. 
7), that which hinders the aposile from speaking freely of Antichrist;? also 
not that which hinders the commencement of. the advent of Christ 
Ww oack, der. yr  Unegising. des Choristenthums, Ba. 2, belbe, 1857, p. 815), but 


: LSchrader certainly finds» in 6 pass. a. aperte vetat: loqui;” and on ver. 7: “ille, qui 
heathen teriple; and by the addition rod @eod ~~ nune _obstat, quo’ minus .aperte “loquar,” 
o¢dte-interior is denoted, the place Where: ee -Heinsius makes the words refer to the apos- 
god -had its seat! xe 8 fear of offendtig ay 
Fae iNedne, Aguoratls, quid sit, apedn me nune Lis : 











wh S CHAP. IL. 5, 6. A gage 


that which hinders the appearance of Antichrist. This follows from the 
additional sentence ei¢ rd «.7.4., in which (1) airév can only be referred to 
the dvpwrog ti¢ duapriac, and (2) drokadugdiva: év 7G éavtod nap forms a 
contrast to the idea of keeping back contained in karéyor. 1d xaréyov is 
therefore, according to its objective side, to be completed by rd trav dy8parou 
rie duapriag karéyov. What, on the other hand, the apostle supposes to be 
the subject of this preventing power can. only be explained. at the conclu- 
sion of this section.—elg rd «7.4.] not donec, usque dum, but in order that 
(the ain of God in the xaréyew)—év rO éavrod xaipd] in his time, i.e. in the 
time appointed for him by God. More difficult than these determina- 
tions is the solution of the question, In what connection this verse is con- 
joined to the preceding by means of «ai viv. Storr, with whom Flatt 
agrees, finds in viv a contrast to é, ver, 5. The thought would then be, . 
that the advent cannot commence until Antichrist appears, this I have 
told you by word of mouth; but now, after my written declaration (ver. 
8), you know also why the appearance of Antichrist is still delayed, namely, 
by the circumstance that the drocracia must precede his appearance. But 
if Paul had actually wished to have expressed this contrast, he would 
have been obliged to write in ver. 5, ére ratra pv bri Ov mpic tudo tMeyov 
duiv, und in ver. 6, viv dt wat rd wxaréyov oidare. Related to Storr’s view is 
the interpretation of Kern, with whom Hilgenfeld (Le. p. 247) agrees* 
“That the advent of Christ docs not take place until ne man of sin be 
revealed, is already known to you: and now, in reference to what the present 
presents to you, ye know also that which hinders.” The same objection is 
decisive against this view. Further, according to Hofmann, who consid- 
ers vv. 5, 6 as “two halves of one question united with xai” viv stands not, 
indeed, in opposition to éz, ver. 5, but must express “the present in refer- 
ence to that future which was known to the readers,” that they know that 
in the present by which its commencement is still hindered. But the 
temporal viv can never form a contrast to raira in ver. 5; and to assume 
that the words in ver. 6 are still contained in the question in ver. 5 is 
entirely erroneous, because in. this case «at vbv x.7.2, could only be consid- 
ered as dependent on 6714 but it is not necessary to recall to mind what is 
actually known in the present.—viv is also understood as a particle of 
time, by Whitby, Macknight, Heydenreich, Schrader, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Wieseler, and Bisping, but they do not connect it with 
oldare, but with 73 xaréyov: “and ye know that which at present hinders.” 
But only a grammatical impropriety would be expressed thereby, as kat 
ri viw karéyov Would be required. For it is inconceivable that an adverb, 
whose proper place is between the article and the participle, should by a hyper- 
baton be placed first, because it has already in its natural position the same . 
emphasis which it would receive by its being placed first. The passages 
appealed to, as ver. 7,1 Cor. vii. 17, Rom. Kil. 3, etc, are not analogous. 
And as little do the temporal particles apr: and #én, ver. 7, decide for this 


ior if in the presumed question, not al8are correspond, xal.obk olSare viv 7b. Karéxov | 
_ and édeyor, but oldare and wrqmovedere were to —_ would require to have been written. 
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onstruction. For the emphasis lies not on'épr, but on rarézor, so that 


apr. might be omitted without injury to the sense; and #57 is not put in 


exchange for viv, but for é» 76 gavrod capo. Likewise viv is understood 
by Schott as a temporal and consecutive particle, but xaiis then taken inthe 
sense of also; “For ye know also now (not only have ye learned it ad tat 
‘time when I was with you), why the appearance of Antichrist is still 


delayed.” But (1) rd otv xaréyoy oidare nad viv would require to have been 


written; (2) rd xaréyov must refer toa point formerly already explained; 
butit is entirely a new point, as in what goes before what hindered the 


7 appearance of Christ, but not what hindered: the appearance of Antichrist, 
was spoken of; (8) lastly, to what an idle, dragging, and trivial addition 


would ver. 6be degraded! The. only correct view is to take cat viv in a 


—Jogical sense, but not, with Koppe and Krause, as an inferential particle 


(“and accordingly ”), but with de Wette, Alford, Ewald, and Ellicott, as a 


particle of transition to a new communication: and now, comp. Acts vit. 34, 


x. 5, xiii. 11, xx. 25, etc.; Hartung, Purtikellehre, II. p. 26. Accordingly, 
the emphasis does not. lie on viv, but on karéyor, The meaning is: cad 
‘now—to pass onto a further point—ye know what hindercth, namely, wherein 


it consists, and why the appearance of Antichrist is still pre vented, that 


it should. be revealed in its appointed time, marked out by God. The 


®Thessalonians knew this point from the apostle’s oral instructions, so that 


they required only to be reminded of it. 
Ver. 7 An explanatory justification of ete rd dronadubdjrar abriv by 7p 


~ favrod- kacpd, but not a parenthesis (Hemming). The mystery of wicked- 
- ness is certainly even now active, but Antichrist cunnot be menifest until 
the. power preventing him be overcome,—yverjpiov] is contrasted with 


aroxaduplfvat, and Hy with gv 16 éavrod xaiph. But the chief emphasis of 


-.. the sentence lies on pvorfpiov, which on. that account is not only placed 


rst, but is besides separated from its further definition rye dvoyiag by the 
verb and adverb.’ dvouéa] means lawlessness, then ungodliness or wicked- 


“ness generally. —~-The expression corresponds to drosracia, ver. 3. For the 


dudparas tiie duaptiag was mentioned in ver. 3 as the ietorics ul crown of 
the éoorasia; whilst here, in like. manner, droia appears as its forerun- 
ner (jd7). The genitive rij¢ dvouiac is not a genitive of the working eause— 


wickedness, which lays its concealed snares (Theodoret), or which works 
a under the appearance of good intentions, but uses secret unworthy nicans 
~ for its object (Flatt); or the plan of ungodliness (Baumgarten-Crusius) ; 


A OF: the: secret counsel of the supernatural power of darkness (xat’ évépyecav roi 


ee: itm, the cardywy of the Second Epis e 


oaravé, ‘ver. 9), which is placed in parallelism with God's eternal counsel 


or pesrhpwov in. reference to Christ and His kingdom (Kern); but is the 


genitive of apposition. But neither is Antichrist himself. meant, who, as 
- Christ, because God manifest in the flesh, is called. in-1 Tim. iii. 16: 7a rie 


- eboepelag peortpuiy, is ikewise named rd Hoetfpion THC dvopiag, because he i is. 


Comp. © Th. ‘Beyer. de: MareXxOvTE rhe avo-  Brigraratias 1861. 


ilar, 2 These, ii. 7, commentatio, Lips, 1824 *Comp. Gal, i 6,95 Arian, Exp. Al tT ie: 
Kak ebpéobat ovyyrdpay 7 FAnOe rey On pacer ; 


to ftie Thessalonians (Rogenabanget Lyce: is dmoardoene. eee 

















CHAP IL eee 


_an incarnation of the devil (Olshausen); nor is peorfpcov a mere intensifi- 
cation of the idea dvouia, so that a hitherto unheard of, unetanrpled godless- 
ness was designated (Krebs, Hofmann, comp. also Heydenreich, p. 41, 
and Schott, p. 22) Rather, taking into consideration the emphatic anti: 
thesis which puor#piov forms to droxadupfivar, = natural meaning of the 
words can only be the mystery of wickedness, i. e. wickedness in so far as it 
is still a mystery, something concealed, not 2 publicly brought to light. 
_ Paul thinks on the detached traces, of wickedness, recognizable in their 
true import only to a few as to himself, which already appeared, but 
which only ata later period will concentrate themselves, and reach their 
climax in Antichrist.—évepyeira:] is not passive, as Estius, Grotius, Kypke, 
Noésselt, Storr, Schott, Bloomfield, and others assume, but middle, és active, 
begins to bestir itself or to. develop its activity. The subject-of évepyeirarig ra 
peeoripov, not Antichrist, as Zeger thinks—pévor] is still by Heinsius? and 
Kypke connected with the preceding, and separated from what follows by. 
a comma. Erroneously, as. zévor is irreconcilable with jdy7 in the same 
clause. But also zévov does not begin a protasis to which sat rére, ver. 8, 
introduces the apodosis (Soppe). Rather a comma is to be put after 
avouiag, and a colon after yéryrac. Accordingly ver. 7 is divided into two 
halves, of which the first forms a concession, and the second a lnvitution. 
The meaning is: as a systery wickedness certainly works even now, only; 
before Antichrist can be manifested, we must wait until, ete.—toc] uniil that, 
should properly stand before 6. xaréyov; but it is placed after, in order to 
bring forward more emphatically 6 caréyor as the chief idea, Comp. Gal. 
i. 10: pdven tov rroyov wa ponuoveboyer, See Winer, p. 511 f. CE. T. 550]. 
Erroneously Tyehsen: the construction is “somewhat distorted ;” 
should haye been pdvoy 6 xaréyou éwe apr. Others, equally erroneously, 
assume that for the completion of the sentence an additional verb is to 
be taken from the partitiple éxaréyov. Thus, in conformity with the Vul- 
gate (tantum ut qui tenet nune, teneat, donee de medio fiat), Nicolas de 
Lyra, Erasmus, Zwingli, Zeger, Camerarius, Estius, Lucius and Andrew 
Osiander, Balduin, Menochius, Cornelius a Lapide, and others, who sup-. 
ply shots Jac, Cappellus, Beza, Calixt, Joachim Lange, Whitby, who 
supply aaféser; Bengel, Storr, Pelt, who supply xaréye. Not less arbitra- 
rily do Knatehbull, Benson, and Baumgarten proceed, who would add 
~ gotiy after yévor, For not the mere copula éoriv, but the emphatic and inde- 
pendent gor, would warrant the sense assumed by them; but a word - 
which has the emphasis cannot be left out—é caréyov] must be essentially 
the same as what was designated in ver. 6 by the neuter 70 Karéxov. For 
the same function is ascribed to both, whilst in a similar manner as 76 xaré- 
vov formerly, so now also 6 karéyav (comp. ver. 8) appears as that by which 
the drrocéAwpe of Antichrist is still delayed. The restraining power, on 
which Paul thought, must accordingly have been so constituted that it 


2Tor this meaning an appeal is made to 2einsius finds the thought expressed: 


Joseph. de bello Jud. i, 24.1: xal roy Avr what was only begun in the time of Nero,. . 


marpou Ploy ovK dy Gyadpror tus eiby Kaxias Antichrist will at-a later period bring to a 
puaripcov. : conclusion. 
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sae Gotent under 2 twofold form of description, and be represented 

’ “awa thing and as & person. To make 6 xaréyow denote the ruling pouier 

. eek ee t ae rerum potitur, Beza, and go also Whitby, Noesselt, and 

Seve a 3 trary to th e context as it would be to supply fidem as aa 

sative to it (Nicolas de Lyra: “qui tenet nunc fidem catholicam, teneat 

ear iter”), or fidem atque cavitatem (Zeger), or Christum et veram. 

: is waligtonem (Estius), or Christi adventum cVatbleg) oF > ie 

~ Platt, Heydenreich; Schott), and the like.—ipr’] ig seis Spans ae 1 

Ae partay anid prings specially forward the reference a ready abbas ales 

he bres ent participle to the immediate present time of the writer. Schott, 

after Flatt and Pelt, thinks that if apris to be limited to the pane of the 

speaker, it is not suitable to the view of the apostle Gee we 1 Thess. iv. 

15) . that it may accordingly be understood generally : tempus etficient- 

ine ro Karéyovros opportunum, quod porro elapsurum sit ad infu usqe 

temporis qi oppositi ie donec, remoto Ta Karéxovre, palain sit proditura 

harooracta,”—éx, uéoov ylveofar] is not necessarily to be considered of death 

or violence (Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius), Tt can poe any removal 

or. being taken out of the way, however i may ae aie Che opposite 

of é« pécov yiveotue OF alpecbar is tv plow elvat, to be in the way, or to be 
obstructive? ‘ ae ee. } 

Ver. 8. What was left to the readers themselves to supply to peduov, 

+ yer. 7, from the conclusion of ver, 6, is now, in its essence, although in sa 

vite attared form, expressly indicated by kai rére aronuhupdijoerat & dvopog—Kal 

~~ rbre] and then, namely, a8 soon as the ware xu is taken. out of the way. 

Phe emphasis is on kal rére, not on 6 dvopiog (Grotius), nor on drrakadup? jae- 

rad dvouor] the lawless one, 18 not a different person from divdprortag rie 

“duapriag (Grotius), but identical with him. af Or, kal-rére Hoan pert 

~ points back to pdvov, ver. 7, and by this to aroxadap Sivas airy, ver, 6. Th e 

“expression dvoula, just used, afforded the easily explained oveasion for 

~ calling Antichrist évozoc—With the relative sentence ov éb ihiptog Lee Tapou- 

clag abrod (which is incorrectly enclosed in a parenthesis by Benson, 

“Moldenhauer, Schott, and Kern) the apostle immediately adds the wltinute 

fate which Antichrist has to expect. That Paul so directly pisses over 

~ to this, although he has it yet in-view to speak of the working of Anti- 

- christ before his destruction (comp. vv. 9, 10), is an involuntary impulse of 

hte Christian heart which causes him immediately to resolve the horror. 

which the announcement of such an event as the droxdawuc rob dadjov has 

- into comfort and consolation, a8.a discord into harmony, comp. vy. 8, 4.— 

"Yn a soaring and poetical form of expression, the members of which have 

. their Hebrew parallels, Paul describes the fate of Antichrist. Not im- 

probably Isa. xi. 4 was present to his mind, where it is declared of the 

promised Deliverer of the seed of Jesse: xal rardge: ypv 76 Adyq Tob orduarog 

ebro’, kat by: aevebpare bi qeidkow avelel doeRi—avadionesy | to consume, to 























eo a Comp. Y Cor. ¥ 2} Col. if. 14; Plutarch, au.el wy ye Suvawro cuppigas.: The ty pdon, 
“Pimol, p. 238: éyva Civ Kab! cavrdy ee wdoou . hy, dori rod cuppigar; "Avovpin, épagar, To 
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CHAP. It. 8~10. 603. 
destroy —rG tveipate tod aréuaroc abtot| describes the power and irresistible 

might of the reappearing Christ, the breath of whose mouth suffices to bring 
His opponents to nothing. More definite interpretations, as the sentence 
of condemnation’ or a command or address’ are to be rejected; for they 

destroy or weaken the picturesque directness and strength of the figure’— 
xarapysir] to overthrow, to annihilate. On account of Rev. xix. 20, Calovins - 
and Olshausen interpret the verb of a mere “rendering ineflicient,”. 
depriving Antichrist of his influence; but the parallel dvaddce decides 
against this meaning, and a comparison of the Pauline form of expression 
with that.of the Aaoes alypse is useless labor.—rf érwaveig tie mapovoiag 
abrov'] by the appearance of His presence. The majestic. brightness of the 
advent is not described by éxipdveca* also tapousia and éxiddvera are not to be 
distinguished, as Olshausen strangely thinks, as objective and subjective, i. 

as “the actual fact of the appearance of Christ,” and “the contemplation. 
of it on the part. of man, the consciousness of His presence ;” but the 
placing the two together has the same design as formerly, 76 rvebpare Tod 
orduatog abrot, namely, vividly to represent the power of Christ, inasmuéh 
as the mere advent of His presence suffices to annihilate His adversaries. 
sjomp. Bengel: “apparitio adventus ipso adventw prior est, vel certe prima 
ipsius adventus eniicatio, uti dmrupdveca tHg duépac.” 

Vv. 9, 10. The apostle has in ver, 8 not only said when Antichrist will 
appear, but he has also immediately added what fate awaits him, He now 
goes backward in point of time, whilst in addition he describes the c¢har- 
acter of the working which Antichrist will develope before his destruction, 
brought about by the appearance of Christ—oé] se. rod dvdyov. Parallel 
with 6, ver. 8—toriv] the present describes the certainty of the coming in 
the future. See Winer, p. 249 [E. T. 265]. Incorrectly Koppe, it imports: 
“jam agit et mox apertius majoreque cum vi aget.”—xkar’ évépyecay rod 
caravi] does not belong as an independent statement to éoriy (so Hofm. as 
before him. already Georgii, in Zeller’s theol. Jahrb. 1845, 1, p. 8, who gives 
the meaning that the act of the appearing of the droog will itself be a 
work of Satan; Engelhardt), but is a subsidiary statement to the principal 
clause éarlp ¢y «.7.2., assigning the reason of it. It does not import “after 
the example of the working of the devil” (siméliier ac st satanas ageret, 
Michaelis), but in conformity with i, that an bépyea rod carava is its char- 
acteristic, that is, that the devil works in and through him.—elvae $v rive] to 
consist in something, to prove or make ttself known tn something. Against 
H ofmann, who arbitrarily denies this use of the phrase, comp. Winer, p. 
861 [E. T. 386] —duvdjer cat onusiow Kat répacw] a rhetorical enumeration, 
as in Acts ii. 2, for the exhaustion of the idea, But as doy (see Winer, p. 


1Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide. 
2Theadoret: ééyferac pdvov; Theodora 


oby Krever v EOS. 

4 Muasculus, Hemming, Bullinger, Heinsius, 
Andrew Osiander, Cornelius a Lapide, Hras- 
mus Schmid, Calixt, Clerieus, Bernard a 
Piconius, Sebastian Schmid, Schoettgen, Tur- 


al . 
Mopsuestia, ed. Fritzsche, p. 148: pdvov ere 
.TOUTO yap Agyer TO TH weedpare TOD 
ordparas adrod avrt row +7} bow}, ard rod wap’ 


Boyoas.. 


Huty -abrd cipyecis, ered) juets Te mvedpare 
guvepyG KexpyneOa mpds Thy évapOpov AadAlay. 
&Comp. moreover, Eurip. Med. 588: &v yap 


retin, Whitby, Benson, Macknight, Koppe, 
Krause, Bolten, Heydenreich, Pelt, Schott, 
Kern, Wieseler, and others, 
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490: [ET or), go also spebdour] Tauies to all three substantives. The 
“genitive may import: in every kind of power, and in all signs and won- 
-ders whose nature is falsehood, or ‘which proceed from falsehood, or which 
lead to falsehood, whose aim is falsehood, The last meaning is, with 
Aretius, de Wette, Ellicott, and others, to be preferred, as Aniiehe sb is 
indeed the first to bring evil to its climax.— doc] falsehood, 1 sclougs to 
the essential nature of the devil (comp. John viii. 44). Ib represciits evil 
as the counterpart of divine truth (the dave). 

Ver. 10. Kat éy réoy. andry aducag) and in every deceit which leads to or 
~ atlwances unrighteousness, i.e ungodliness (Estius,. Arctius, Grotius, de 
_- -Wette, and others) —But this energetic working of Antichrist by no means 
describes his power as irresistible; only the droddAiyevor succumb under 

itJ—roic drodAusévoe] is dativus tncommodi, and belongs not only to év méoy 
- Girdry dducae (Heydenreich, Flatt, Hofmann), but to the whole sentence 
~ from ver. 9 onwards.~-ol aroAAbusvoe} are they who perish, who fall into eter- 
nal dxdéteca (comp. 1 Cor. 1.18; 2 Cor. ii. 15, xiv. 8), and the present par- 
ticiple characterizes this future fate as already decided. Comp. Bern- 

hardy, Syntax, p. 871. But the addition ax av «7.2, denotes that this was 
“ocensioned by their own fuult—ivl av rip tydmyy rhe daytelug ain § iSiSarra] in 
requital for this, that they have not received in themselves the love af the truths 
To interpret, with Bolten : ry ayaryy rig dayteiag, “the lovable and true 
religion,” is naturally as impossible as, with Chrysostom, Theodoret,® 
.. Oecumenius, and Theophylact, to find therein a circumlocution for Christ 
oe Himself. 4 aa90ea denotes moral and religious trath generally, not, as is 
usually supposed, Christian truth specially. Thus every objection which 
Kern (p. 212) takes to it vanishes, that tay aydmryy ric GAnlleiag one Wikarro 
‘was written instead of the simple rip cAglecav aix édéFavro, For in a stmi- 
‘lar manner, as the apostle in Gal.v.5, instead of the simple decanohyay 
_ drendexéurda, which one would expect, put the apparently strange frida 

Stxaocivyg arexdexdueda, but did so designedly, in order to oppose to the 
arrogant feeling of the legally righteous the humble fecling of the true 

_ Chiistiad': so here the expression ryv aydrny rig Ganbsiay obe edéSavra is 
~~ designedly chosen to bring forward the high degree of guilt. Not only have 
~ they not received the Christian truth presented to them; for it might he 

“still conceivablethatthey highly esteemed the truth itself and felt themselves - 
- drawn. to it, although in consequence of spiritual blindness they had not 
~ known and recognized Christianity as an embodiment and full’ expression 
> of the truth; but they have not even received into their hearts the love of 
the truth under whatever form it may be presented to them; they have 
rendered themselves entirely unsuseeptible of the truth, they have hardened 
vas themselves against it—tig 73 coblivas abrobc] in order that they might be seued, 

~ brings still more. prominently forward this hardness. They ought to have 
. received age ayary ms shetbla. to the ond that they might: receive ourmpleey 7 


“1 Theodoret: ot yap névraw rparfoes, & Bana LEX. 1 Kings xi, a; Joel.’ Lil 5; ‘Xen. Ana, 


ne gbayt drm deiag alow, ot Kad Bixa was tovroy ad 3 4, ‘ibid, vide 14 







povalas opis aurois Tihs. cwrnpias éorépyoar, a 
omp.: Lukes i. “70, xix, Aes Acts. xi, 23; 






@ Ayame ‘aAnbecas roy KUpLoV.. “parked; as 
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eternal salvation. But the attainment of such an end did not trouble them, 
was something indifferent to them. 

Ver. 11. Kai dua roiro] and on this account, refors to av dv tiv aydrny ric 
GAybelag obx édéEavro, ver. 10, and xat serves to. bring forward the reciprocal 
relation between cause and effect.—méumec abroig 6 O26] the present is 
chosen, because according to ver.7 the beginnings of lawlessness even now 
appe: avoid: But the verbal idea is not! to he weakened into the idea of the 
divine permission, but must be taken in its proper sense. For according to 
the Pauline view it isa holy ordinance of God that the wicked by their 
wickedness should lose themselves always the more in wickedness, and 
thus sin is punished by sin. But what is an ordinance of God is: also 
accomplished by God Himself. See Meyer on Rom. i. 24.—ivépyeeav wAdvyc] 
active power of seduction. On wAdvy, see on 1 Thess. ii, 8.—elg¢ 7d riaretoas 
x.7.A.] not a statement of the consequence (Macknight and others), but of 
the design of God. Ina forced manner, Hofmann: ele TO. WLeTEVOREL belongs 
to évépyeray. 

Ver. 12. Twa] dependent on cig rd moretoae w.7.2., not on méurer, as Hof. 
mann thinks. A. statement of the further or Wihien design.—iva xpilior] in 
order that they may be judged, 4. e. according to the context, condemned — 
The truth is the Christian truth, and the unbelief, shown against it, is the 
consequence of the love for the truth in general being wanting (ver. 10). 





CONCLUDING REMARKS ON CHAP. IT. 1-12. 


The apocalyptic teaching of the apostle in chap. ii. 1-12 has oceupied 
Christians of all times, and has been very variously interpreted. A chief 
distinction in the interpretations consists in this, that this Pauline pre- 
diction may be considered either as that which will be fulfilled in the 
near or more distant future, or as having already received its fulfillment. 

I. The Church Fathers belong to the representatives of the first view 
(Irenacus, adv. haer, v. 25, 29, 80; Tertullian, de reswr. carn. c. 24; Chry- 
sostom. tn loco; Cyril. Hierosolym. Catech. 15; Augustine, de civit. dei, 
xx. 19; Theodoret in loco, and epit. decret. div. c. 23; Theodorus Mopsues- 
tius, and others). They correctly agree in considering that by the advent 
(vv. 1, 8), or the day of the Lord (ver. 2), is to be understood the personal 
advent of Christ for the last judgment and for the completion of the Messianic 
kingdom. Also it is correctly regarded as proved, that the Antichrist here 
described is to be considered as an individual person, in whom sin. will 
embody itself. Yet Augustin already remarks, that “nonnulli non ipsum 
principem, sed universum quodam modo corpus ejus i. e. ad eum perti- — 


‘ 


LWith Theodoret, John Damascenus, Theo- — Justinian, Wolf, Turretin, Whitby, Molden- 
dove “Mopsuestius, p. 148, Oecumenius, Theo- ~ haner, Koppe,Heydenreich, Flatt, and others, 
phylact, Pelagius, Nicolas‘de Lyra, Hunnius, . ‘ 
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nentem hominum multitudinem simul cum ipso suo principe hoc loco 
intelligi. Antichristum volunt.” The restraining power by which the 
appearance of Antichrist is delayed, 3 is usually considered to be the con- 
tinuance of the Ronmian Empire (r3 «aréyov) and its representative the 
Roman emperor (6 xaréyor). Some, however, as Theodorus Mopsnestius 
and Theodoret, understand by it rod Qeod roy dpor, i.e. more exactly, the 
counsel of God to keep back the appearance of Antichrist wulil the gospel 
is proclaimed throughout the earth. This latter interpretation is cer- 
tainly unsuitable enough. For although the difference of gender Td Karé- 
xov and 6 xaréyar may be to distinguish God’s counsel and God Limself, 
cayet éx péoov yiveoba is not reconcilable with the masculine 6 Karéyor. 
Chrysostom chooses a third interpretation, that by the restraining power 
"is meant the continuance of the extraordinary gifts of the Spirit. But he 
directly refutes this by the fact that if so, Antichrist must have already 
appeared, as those gifts have long since disappeared in the Christian 
‘church. The temple of God, in which Antichrist will place himself, is 
referred either to the Christian church (so Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Augustin), the expression being taken figuratively, or to the actual temple 
of J erusalem (so Irenaeus and Cyril); in which latter case the objection, 
that this temple was already destroyed, is met by the shift that a new 
- temple rebuilt in place of the old one by Antichrist is to be thought on, 
_ Lastly, some, as Chrysostom,’—although in contradiction to the chronal- 
ogy of the Epistle,—interpret the peorjpuv rig advopiac, Which already 
_ begins to. work, of Nero, the forerunner and type of Antichrist in St, 
* us time; and others, as Theodoret, of the outbreak of heresies. 
‘The common and grave error in the explanations of the Fathers, by 


ee means of which, they run counter to the Pauline representation, consisted 


in their not doing sufficient justice to the point of nearness of the event 
" predicted by Paul. Tt is incontestable, as the result of correct exegesis, 
that Paul not only considered Antichrist as directly preceding the advent, 
but also regarded the advent as so near, that he himself might then be 
“alive. It was natural that the Fathers, as the prophecy of the apostle had 
. not been fulfilled in their times, should. disregard this point; but they 
. held that in this prophecy a picture of the last things, fully correspond- 
- ing to the reality in the future, must have been given. They therefore 
‘Satisfied themselves with the consideration that the prediction had already 
begun to be fulfilled in the apostolic times, but that the apostle could not 
‘possibly give an exact statement of time, as he only says that Antichrist 
will be revealed in. his appointed time. 
The view of the Fathers remained in the following ages the prevalent 
one in the Christian evar: Tt was necessary, however partially to 


UNepava, vrai drow, doavel riwov dvra. 2Comp. Augustin, Epist. 80 (Ep. 199, ed. Be- 
Tot JAvriypterou Kal yap obros eBovAero vopt~ - ned.):..... ita sane obsenre bunt eb mystica 
gecOar Beds. . Kat Kadds elne 7b puoriprov' ob dicta, ut tamen appareat, eum nihil de statu- 


yap davepiis ds exelvos, ode, drnpvpacpdrws. ‘tis dixisse temporibus, nullumque corum in- 


Ht yap po Toi paver ¢ exeivou dveupén, gyaiv, tervallum spatiumaque aperuisse,  Ait-enirn : 
E bs. 00 Tod rot Avrixpiaroy éhelmero ward rv at reveletur in. auo tempore, neo dixit, post 
! kaxlay,, vi pavnaarée,: et ars borat; varia temporia hoe futurum ok 
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change and transform it, the relation of Christianity to the Roman’ 
state having altered, as the Christian church, instead of being exposed 
to renewed hostilities from the secular power, had obtained the sovereignty 
of the state, and, penetrating larger portions of the world, represented 
itself als the kingdom of God on earth, and an imposing hierarchy 
was placed at its head. Whilst, accordingly, the idea of the advent 
stepped more and more into the background in the church gener- 
ally, and especially with the hierarchy, on the other hand, those who had 
placed themselves in opposition to the hierarchy believed themselves 
obliged to apply to dz the description of the apostle, as well as the figures 
in the Apocalypse of St. John.. Thus arose—whilst the early view con- 
cerning the xapovofa tov xupiov was held with only the modification that 
its entrance was to be expected in the distant future—the view, first in the 
eleventh century, that the establishment and growing power of the Papacy is 
to be considered as the Antichrist predicted by Paul. At first. this view 
was expressed in. the conflict between the emperors and the popes by the 
partisans of the imperial power ; but was then repeated by all those who 
had placed themselves in opposition with the hierarchy, because they 
wished, instead of the rigid ecclesiastical power, a freer spirit of Christian- 
ity to rule; thus by the Ww aldenses, the Albigenses, and the followers of 
Wickliffe and Tfuss. The empire—which was regarded as nothing else 
than « revival and renewal of the old Roman Empire—was considered as 
the restraining power which still delayed the destruction of the Papacy. 
This reference! of Antichrist to the papal hierarchy became specially 
prevalent toward the time of the Reformation, and after that event was 
almost regarded as a dogma in the evangelical church. It is found in 
Buyenhagen, Zwingli, Calvin, Victorin Strigel, Hemming, Hunnius, 
Lucius and Andrew Osiander, Camero, Balduin, Aretius, Er. Sehmid, 
. Beza, Quistorp, Calixt, Calovius, Newton, Wolf, Joachim Lange, Turretin, 
Benson, Beng., Mackn., Zacha., Michaelis, , Engelhardt, and others. Accord- 
ingly it is expressed in the Latheran symbolical books; comp. Articul. . 
Smaleald. IT. 4 (ed. Meyer, p. 189 f): Haee doctrina praeclare ostendit, 
papam. esse ipsum yerum Antichristum, qui supra et contra Christum sese 
extulit et evexit, quandoquidem Christianos non vult esse salvos sine sua 
potestate, quae tamen nihil est, et adeo nec ordinata nec mandata est. Hoe 
~ proprie loquendo est se efferre supra et contra deum, sicut Paulus 2 Thess. 
ii. loquitur.—De pot. et prim. pap. (p. 210) : Constat antem, Romanos ponti- 
fices cum suis membris defendere impiam doctrinam et impios cultus. 
Ac plane notae Antichristi competunt in regnum papae et sua membra. 
Paulus enim ad Thessalonicenses describens Antichristum, vocat eum 
adversarium Christi, extollentem se super omne, quod dicitur aut colitur 
‘deus, sedentem in templo dei tanquam deum. Also Luther’s powerful 
treatise against the papal bull bore the title: “Adversus exsecrabilem 
bullam Antichristi.’ It was thought that the Papacy would go on more 
and more developing what was anti-Christian in it, and that then the last 


18ee against this view, Koppe, Ewcurs, II. p. 120 f 
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_ judgment would overtake it, The drosracia was the falling away frown the 
pure gospel to the traditions of men. The singular 6 Gpwrog rig duapriag 
«7.2. 18 to be understood collectively as a series et successio hominum, inas- 
much as the question is concerning an taperium monarchicum. which 
remains one and the same, although its tempore al head may be changed. 
The godlessness of Antichrist, described in ver. 4, is historically proved. 
‘by the pope. placing himself above all human and divine authority, ? the 
words mévra Aeysuevov Ocdv «7.2. in accordance to biblical usage, being 
referred to the princes and great men of the world, and an allusion heiing 
‘discovered in cffaoye to the. Roman imperial title XeBaoréy, The objec 
tion, that there have been. pious popes, is removed by the proverb: “a 
-_potiori fit denominatio.” vad rob Oevi is referred to the Christian chuvoh, 
and the «calioac to the tyrannical power usurped over it. By ré xaréyor is 
nearly universally understood the Roman. Empire, and by é «aréyar the 
Roman emperor, for which proof is deduced from history, that the papal 
- power sprang from the ruins of the, Roman Empire, whilst. in reference 
to the continuation of the empire in Germany, it is observed that practer 
. titulum nihil fere remains. ‘The declaration ri puoripeov Hby dvepyeirae rie 
dvoplac, ver. 7, is considered as justified by the fact that at least the seine 
erroris et ambitionis, which paved. the way for the Papacy, were a in 
‘the time of the apostle; for which Camero appeals to Gal. i., i, and 
~ others to other proofs, For an enumeration of riépara Hans ver. 9, 
relics, trangubstantiation, purgatory, ete, afford rich material. The 


—» annihilation of Antichrist by the rvetya rod ordéuarog of the Lord, ts wnder- 






stood to denote the annihilation of his importance in. the minds of men 
by the divine e word of Scripture being again opened up and diffused in its 


oo purity: by means of the Reformation ; whilst-the xarapyjore rh érudbaveia rie 
_ mapovalac abrod denotes the final and material destruction of Antichrist by 





_ the coming of Christ to judgment, 

In the presence of such polemics used against them, the Catholics are 
certainly not to be blamed that in retaliation they interpreted dirasracia as 
the defection from the Roman church and from the pope, and Antichrist 
as the. heretics, especially Luther and the evangelical church. , Comp. 
Estins, Fromond, Bern. a Piconio. 

: Yet even before the reference of Antichrist to Popery was maintained, 

- Mohammed? was uready regarded by the divines of the Greek church 

5 (latterly by Faber Stapulensis and others) as the Antichrist predicted hy 
‘Paul, and in the érocracia was seen the defection of several Oriental and 
Greek churches from Christianity to Mohammedanism.: This interpreta- 
tion atleast so far exercised an influence on the ev: angelical chureh, that 
ae some of its theologians have assumed a double Antichrist—one Oriental, 











i Hngelhardirecenity. tn the article referred still possesses ig veiled. in an impenetrable 
 toabove, p. 60, finds the movement towards the - cloud of fiction; that there remains in fact 
final. and extreme point, that atlasta pope will. but.a single farther: step to the last and most. 
appear who ‘makes himself: God, already blasphemous. proclamation of the. Dogma: 
having” ‘become: manifest in the dogma of ~The Pope is God. 

infallibility, He holds that. the significant. oe # See against this Lash Turretin, Pp a 
a fot fruth yniek fhe Romish, Chareh: ac ae ; 
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viz. Mohammed and the Turkish power, and the other Western, viz. the 
pope and his power. So Melanchthon, Bucer, Musculus, Bullinger, Pisca- 
tor, and Vorstius. os 

Related to this whole method of interpretation is the assumption, 
made in our own century, that by the apostasy is to be understood the 
enormities of the French Revolution; by Antichrist, Napoleon; and by 
him that restraineth, the continuation of the German Empire—an inter- 
pretation which the extinction of the German Empire in 1806 has already 
condemned, 

In recent times it has often been considered as sssaonais to deter- 
mine exactly the individual traits of the i imagery used by Paul. Accord- 
ingly the representation of the apostle has been interpreted in a general, 
ideal, or symbolical sense. To this class of interpreters belongs Koppe, 
according to whom Paul, founding on an old national Jewish oracle, sup- 
ported especially by Daniel, would describe the ungodliness preceding the 
last day, which already worked, but whose full outbreak was only to take 
place after the death of the apostle; so that Paul himself was the caréyuv.4 








‘Bea Leutwein, das Thier war und ist nicht, 
unl wind iiederkommen aus dem Abgrunde, 
Hine Abhandlung fiir nachdenkende Leser, Lud- 
wigsh, 18a 

“To prove this view of the xaréxar by 
oppe as the correet one by a closer exposi- 
tion, Is the object of the above-mentioned 
treatise of Beyer (on IL 7). Also Heyden- 
reieh, Schott, and Grimm (Stud. uw. Ait, 1860, 
Part 4, p.790 1) so far agree with Koppe, that 
they tniderstind the neuter as the multitude 
of the truly pious and believers (Heyden- 
reiuh), or as the veri roligionts doctares (Schatt), 
oy us the apostolormen ehorus (Grimm). Itor 
the remoyal of the objection, that Paul hoped 
to survive the advent, and that accordingly 
de pdgou yiverOa. Would be unsuitable, Sehiott 
and Grimm consider it probable that by this 
expression we are to think not on death, but 
ou Salina res externa, «ég. e¢uptivitas dara.” 
Akin to this interpretation of the saréxwy is 
Wieseler's view (Chronologie des apost. Zeitalt., 
Gotting. 1848, p, 2721), that Paul world denote 
with it the pious in Jerusalem, particularly 
the Christians, or in case caréxeayv necessirily 
denoted an individual, the Apostle James the 
Just. Comp. also Bohmie, de spe messiana 
apostotien, Tal: 1826, p. 80, aeeording to wham 
the apostolic cirele are denoted in general, 
and in particnlar the most prominent men- 
ber, perhaps the Apostle James, Hofmann 


judges differently upon 7d «aréxov and o 
xaréxwr, Schriftbeweis, Part 1, 2d ed, Noérd- 
ling. 1857, p. 352 f,and in his hk. Sehr. WT, 
Part 1, p. 818 ff, with whom Baumgarten, Jc. 
p. 00, Luthardt, 2c. p. 169 f, and Riggenbach 
eoincide. According to Hofmann, as through- 


39 


out the whole passage & Thess. ii. 5-7 Paul 
refers apparently to the visions of Daniel, he 
must have spoken to the Thessalonians of 
that which hinders the rnan of sin from com- 
ing sooner than his proper time with refer- 
ence to these prophecies of Daniel. There. 
fore, in agreement with Daniel, a spiritual 
power is to he. thought of which rales in the 
sectlar world and in the various governments 
inugreement with the divine will, and opposes 
the inflnences of the spirit of nations and 
kingdoms working contrary to the divine will, 
This power may be designated both as neuter 
and as masecnline, as cupedtys and as xvpvos, 
and the words povoy.o Karéywav apt. gis ex 
pécou ydvynra’ kai TéTe aroKkadupAyjoera, 0 
dvopog are: sufficiently similar to. those of 
Daniel: S23 wew ij mam sey 28) (Dan. 
x. 20), in order to be ree ognized as a transfer 
of the same to those last times when the 
spiritual power which now preserves the 
earthly commonwealth in agreement with 
the kingdom of God entirely recedes, in arder 
that every form of secular power may enter 
whieh will allow no more place for the church 
of God on earth. Still differently, Favald, 
Jahrb, dcr bibl. Wissensehaft, Jahr. 3, Gott. 
1851, p. 250 £ (comp. Sendschreiben des Ap. 
Paulus, Gott. 1857, p. 27): “We have here a 
mystery before us which in the early apostolic 
times only believers loved to talk over and to 
diffuse among themselves, so that. Paul may 
have been unwilling to speak openly upon it. 
The appearance of Antichrist was expected 
according to Matt. xxiv. 15 (2), and Paul here 
describes it, only more openly and freely 
than itis there indicated in the prophecy of 
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Similarly Storr (2.¢), who understands by the GWpurae tie duapriag “ po- 


testas aliqua, deo omnique religioni adversaria, quae penitus incognita et 


futuro demum tempore se proditura sit,” and. by the preventing power 
the “ copia hominum verissimo amore inflammatorum in christianam 
-yeligionem.’—Further, Nitasch (J. ¢.) thinks on the power of atheism first 


come to have public authority, or the contempt of all religion generally. 


Further, the opinion of Pelt is entirely peculiar, who in his Commentary, 
p. 204, sums up his views in the following words: “Mihi... adversarius 
ih principium esse videtur sive vis spiritualis. evangelio contreria, CULE 
‘hue usque tamen in Pontificiorum Romanorum operibus ac serie luculen- 


--tissime sese prodidit, ita tamen, ut omnia etiam mala, quae in ecclesia 


compareant, ad eandem Antichristi. évépyeav sint referenda. . Ejus vero 
rapovola, 1. @. Sumniuim. fastigium, quod Christi reditum qué nihil aliud est, 


“nist regni divini victoria,’ antecedet, futurum adhue esse videtur, quum 
-qllud tempus procul etiamnum abesse putemus, ubi omnes terrae incolac 


in eo erunt, ut ad Christi sacra transeant. Karéyov vero cum Theodoreto 
putarim esse dei voluntatem illud Satanae regnum cohibentem, ne erum- 
pat, et, si mediae spectantur causae, apostolorum tempore maxime 
imperii Romani vis, et quovis aevo illa resistentia, quam matlis artilbus, 
quae religionem subyertere student, privati commodi eb honoris angen- 


- dorum cupiditas opponere solet.” Pelt thinks that the symptoms of the 


future corruption of the Christian church were already present in the 


apostolic age in the danger of falling away from Christian freedom into 
_ Jewish legalism, in the mingling of heathenism with Christianity, in the 
false gnosis and asceticism, in the worship of angels, and in the fhstus : 


religione Christiana omnino alienus. To the same class belongs Ols- 


~hausen, who considers the Pauline description only as a typical repre- 


‘sentation of future events... According to him, the chief stress lies on 7rd 


-poorhpuov On évepysiraa rie avouiag, Antichrist is a union of the individu- 


Christ; but an opinion must have heen formed 
in the bosom of the mother church at Jeru- 


_ salem why Antichristhad notas yet appeared, 
“whieh was imparted only to believers.” We 
may, howeyer, pretty nearly guess. what it 


was from other. signs. If we reflect that, 


» gevording to Rev. xi.3 ff, Antichrist was not 
“tobe considered as.coming. until the two 


martyrs of thé old covenant had appeared, 


and their destruction was the true beginning 
» of his extreme rage; further, that instead of 


"these two assumed martyrs, it was. algo, or 
“rather originally, still more commonly sup- 
posed that only Elijah must. return’ before 
Christ, and. accordingly ‘also. before. Anti- 
christ. Elijah's return is not.actually denied 


‘in that passage, where this expectation is 
: treated of in the freest manner (Matt xvii. 
TL £, comp. xi.13 £),s0 it is most: probable 

that by that which hindereth the appearance tum’. 


_ of. Antichrist: the coming of Elijah is meant  ~ oe ed ee ee 
_ *Bisping follows him in all essential points, 


- (Sendscks. des Ap. Paulus, p, 27: the. tarrying 


of Elijah in heaven); and by him who hith- 
erto hindered, and who must he taken outof 
the way before the last-atrocions wickedness 
of Antichrist, is meant Elijah himself." Still 
otherwise Noack (Der Ursprung des Christen- 
thums, vol. IL, Leipz. 1857, p. 8h if), who by 
him that hindereth—arbitrarily identifying 
the same with the man of sin-—understands 
Simon Magnus and his machinations, Still 
differently Jowett, according to whom (after 
the srnggestion of Ewald, Jahrb, X., Gétt, 
1880, p. 235) vo nardyor is designed to indicate 
the Mosaic law. ae 

-ATn only an unessentially modified form 
Pelt-has- later maintained tha same view 


inthe Theolog. Mitarbeiten, Jahrg.4, Kiel 1841, 
HL pI, ae 
. *Comp. Pelt, p. 185... “tenentes, ium 
Christi adventum a Paulo non visibilem hab- 
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ality and spiritual tendency in masses of individuals. The revolt of the 
Jews from the Romans, and the fearful divine punishment in the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, Nero, Mohammed and his spiritual devastating power, 
the development of the Papacy in the Middle Ages, the French Revolu- 
tion of 1789, with the abrogation of Christianity, and the setting up of 
prostitutes on altars for worship, i the external world, as well as the con- 
stantly spreading denial of the fundamentals of all religious truth and 
morality, of the doctrines of God, freedom, and immortality, and like- 
wise the self-deification of the ego im the internal world—all these phe- 
nomena are the real precursors of Antichrist; but they contain only some 
of his characteristics, not all; it is the union of all these characteristics 
which shall make the full Antichrist. The preventing power is to be 
understood of the preponderance of the Christian world in its German 
and Roman constituents over the earth; ¢.e. of the whole political condi- 
tion of order, with which, on the one hand, there is the constant repres- 
sion of all drecracia and dvopia, and on the other hand, the continued and 


peaceful development of Christianity. Of this condition the Roman_ 


Empire, as the strongest and most orderly secular organization which 
history knows, is the natural type. Baumgarten-Crusius is also here to be 
named. According to him, the Pauline prediction contains no new 
teachings peculiar to the apostle, but only representations from the old 
Messianic pictures in the prophets, especially in Daniel. The apostle’s 
design is practical, to make the Thessalonians calmly observant, attentive 
to the times, prepared and strong for the future; the passage has a per- 
manent value in this reference, and in the chief thought that the devel- 
opment and determination of these things can only gradually take place. 
The passage is indeed historical and for the near future, but Paul has no 
definite or personal manifestations, whether present or future, in view, at 
least not in dvrexeizeroc, Which he describes as still entirely concealed; and 
it is even doubtful whether he understood by it an individual person. 
Only 76 «aréyov has a definite reference, but not to a person ; on the con- 
trary, the new spirit of Christianity is meant. The difference in gender, 
6 xaréyav and 76 caréyxov, is used either only to correspond with dvrieinevoc, 
or Paul thinks on Xpiord¢ tv abroic, Col. i. 271 Lastly, to the same class 
belong Bloomfield and Alford? According to the former, the sveripioy 


LCormp, also Disterdieck, die drei jehan- throughout the whole historical development 


neisehen Bricfe, Ba. I, Gott. 1852, p. 306: “John, 
as Paul (2 Thess. fi, 1-12), in conformity to the 
instruction of the Lord, recognizes in the 
powerful errors of the present the signs of an 
approaching decision... The last hour is 
present, the adventisathand. The last hour 
is the concluding period of atay otros, the 
pertod of travail, which continues in an unbroken 
connection from tts commencement, the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, even to the end, to which the 
- advent. directly succeeds.” John has not erred 
in that he soon expected the real commence- 
ment of the crisis, continually carried on 


ofthe kingdom of Christ; for that generation, 
as our Lord had predicted, survived the 
destruction of the holy city, an event of whose 
importance in the history and judgment of 
the world there can be no doubt. Moreover, 
in reference to.1 Thess, iv. 15 (jets ot Cavres 
«7.A.), Diisterdieck (f¢6 p. 308). recognizes 
that there Pan] has shortened the chrono- 


logical perspective too much; but then he 


thinks, referring to 2 Thess. fi. 1 ff and Rom. 
xi, 25 ff, that this is an imperfection which 
was graclually overcome in the apostle by the 


“moral development of his life in God, and 
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e rhe dvopiac is something still continuing ; the prediction of the apostle will 


obtain its complete fulfillment only at the end of time, when only then 
the preventing power—which is most probably to be understood, with 
‘Theodoret, of the counsel of divine Providence—will be remo veu. Accord- 
ing to the latter (see Proleg. p. 67 tf), we stand, though 1800 years later, 
with regard to the dvowog where the apostle stood ; the day of the Lord not: 
present, and not to arrive until the man of sin be manifested ; the porypeoy 
rie dvoutac still working, and much advaneed in his working; the pre- 


~ venting power not yet taken out of the way. All this points to a state in 


which the dvoula is working on underground, under the surface of things, 


~ gaining an expansion and power, although still hidden and unconcen- 


trated. It has already partially embodied itself in Popery, in Nero and 
every Christian persecutor, in Mohammed and Napoleon, in Mormonism, 
‘and such like. Lhe xaréxov and the xaréyor are to be understood of the 


fabric of human polity and those who rule that polity, by which hitherto all 


outbursts of godlessness have been suppressed and hindered in their 


course and devastations. 

It is evident that all these explanations are arbitrary. The Pauline 
description is so definitely and sharply marked, and has for its whole 
‘compass so much the idea of nearness for its supposition, that it can by no 
means be taken generally, and in this manner explained away. 

_ IL. Others have regarded the apocalyptic instruction of the apostle as a 


| prophecy already fulfilled. Thus Grotins, Wetstein, Hammond, Clericus, 
~.. Whitby, Schoettgen, Noesselt, Krause, and Harduin.) The reference of 
-. the mapovsia rod xypiov to the coming of the Lord in judement at the 
destruction of Jerusalem, is common to all these writers. In reference to 


the other chief points of the Pauline representation they differ as 
follows -— 


: : > Grotius? understands by Antichrist 








. « Yiew has already been observed in the Intro- | 
» duction, sec, 3. Déllinge® .(Z.¢), who like. 
. Bern understands by Antichrist Nero, thinks, 


that it was changed for the real truth. But it 
-ojs-assumed, withont right, that.an entirely 


different view of things lies at the foundation 
of the section 2 Thess. ii. 1-12 than ‘of the 
section -1.Thess. iv, 18 ff, as. the: Second 
- Epistle to the Thessalonians was written only 
afew months after the First; and besides, 2 
Thess. ii. 5 points to the agreement of the 
written explanations there given with the oral 


» instructions to the Thessalonians given even 


“previously to the First Epistle... Farther on, 
. Diisterdieck: (p..330) concedes that because 
Paulin. Thess. iv. 13 ff has abbreviated the’ 


. interval to the ‘advent, he was:also in 2 Thess, 


ii, 1. constrained to represent the personal 


appearance of the. opponent incorrectly in. . 
* spoint-of chronolagy. - ee Be 


1 What is necessary to-be said on Kern’s é 


owever, that with | thia assumption ‘the 


anaes 





the Emperor Cuius Catigula, notor- 


authenticity of the Epistle, and even its Gom- 
position in the year 43, are perfectly revon- 
gilable,. According to Ddlinger, the pro- 
pheey in all its essentials. was falfilled elose 
upon the apostle’s days, although & partial 
falfillment at the end of time is not exeladed 
by this assumption. Already Paul has recog- 
nized: the youthful Nero as the future Anti- 
christ, whose publie appearanee was already 
prepared, but was yet prevented by Clandins 
as the then possessor of the iniperial throne, 
The coming of Christ is His coming to-exe- 
cutejudgmenton Jerusalem. Nero, although 
he personally undertook nothing againat the 


‘temple of Jerusalem yet entrusted Vespasian 
with the guidance of the war, and accord: 
ingly bronght—certainly only after his death 
the abomination. of desolation into the 
ts holy city. 7 Lastly, the apostasy is the being 
_- led astray into the false doctrines: of the: 






~“Gnosties.. 
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ious for his ungodliness, who, according to Suetonius, Caligul. xxii. 83, 
ordered universal supplication to himself as the supreme God, and accord- 
ing to Joseph. Andig. xviii. 8, and Philo, legat. ad Caj. p. 1022, wished. to 
set up his colossal statue in the temple of Jerusalem; by the xaréyov, ZL. 
Vitellius, the proconsul of Syria and Judea, wno dissuaded from the erec- 

_ tion of the statue; and by the dvezos, Simon Magus.—This opinion is suff- 

Giently contradicted, partly by the impossibility of distinguishing the 
dvouog from avOpwrog rig auaptiag aS & separate person, and partly by its 
incongruity with the period of the composition of the Epistle. See sec. 2 
of the Introduction. 

According to Wetstein, the Gvdpamog tig duapriac is Titus, whose army, 
according to Joseph. de bello Jud. vi. 6. 1, brought idols into the captured. 
temple of Jerusalem, sacrificed there, and saluted Titus as imperator. 
The xaréxwv is Nero, whose death must precede the rule of Titus; and the 
arooracia is the rebellion and murder of Galba, Otho, and Vitellius. But 
how can Titus, the ornament of the Roman emperors, pass for Antichrist; 
and Nero, that monster in human form, the power which hinders the out- 
burst of Antichrist? 

Hammond? understands by the man of sin Simon Magus and the Gnos- 

ties, whose head he was. The éxiguvaywy) év abrév, ver. 1, is the “ major 
libertas coeundi in ecclesiasticos coetus ad colendum Christum;” the 
arooracia is the falling away of Christians to the Gnostics (1 Tim. iv. 1); 
aroxaauplijvra. denotes the casting off the mask of Christianity ; ver. 4-refers 
to the fact that Simon Magus “se dictitaret summum patrem omnium 
rerum, eb qui ipsum Judacorum deum creaverat.” Td xaréyov is the cir- 
eunistance that the apostles and orthodox Christians still preserved union 
with the Jews, and had not yet turned themselves to the Gentiles. The 
nenter xcaréyor and the masculine xaréyor are equivalent; or if a distine- 
tion isto be maintained, 6 xaréyev must be regarded as the same as 4 
vénog, The pvarhptoy tig avouiag is the “duplicis generis scelera, horum 
hominum, libidines nefariae et odium in Christianos.” Ver. 8 refers to 
the contest of Peter and Paul with Simon Magus in Rome, which ended 
in the death of the latter——The exegetical and historical monstrosity of 
this interpretation is at present universally acknowledged. 

The interpretations of Clericus, Whitby, Schoettgen, Noesselt, Krause, 
and Harduin have a greater resemblance between them. 

According to Clericus,? the apostasy is the rebellion of the Jews against 
the Roman yoke; the man of sin is the rebellious Jews, and especially 
their leader, Simon the son of Giora, of whose atrocities Josephus informs. 
us. wig Acyduevog Gede «7.4. denotes the government. Td keréyov is 
whatever hindered the open outbreak of the rebellion, partly the fear of 
the proceres Judaeae gentis, who mistrusted the war because they expected 
no favorable result, partly the fear of the Roman army; 6 xatéxev on the 
one side “praeses Romanus,” on the other side “gentis proceres, rex 
Agrippa et pontifices plurimi.” The yvoripsov rie grouiag which already 


tComp. against him, Turretin, p. 493 ff 2See against him, Turretin, p. 501 ff. 
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works consists in the rebellions ambition whieh: -éaneéall itself under the 
pretext of the independence of the Jewish people, yea, under the cloak of 
a careful observance of the Mosaic law, until. at length what strives in 
secret is openly manifested. 
-. Whitby! considers the Jewish people as areca and finds. in the 
apostasy the rebellion against the Romans, or also the falling away from. 
the faith; and in the xaréyuv the Emperor Claudius, during whose life the 
Jews could not possibly think of a rebellion, as he had shown himself 
favorable to them. 

~ According to Schoettgen, the Jewish Pharisees and Rabbis are Anti- 

christ. The drocracia is the rebellion excited by them, of the Jews against 
the Romans; wae Aeyduevoe Oedc refers likewise to the rulers; rd Karéyov 
and é karéyav are probably the Christians who by their prayers effected a 
respite from the catastrophe, until, in consequence of a divine oracle, they 
left Jerusalem, and betook thetasely es to Pella; pvorgpiov rig avopiag 
‘denotes ipsa doctrina perversa. 

‘Noesselt, whom Krause follows, understands Antichrist of the Jewish 
zealots, but interprets the pESveRHNE power, as Whitby does, of the Em- 
peror. Claudius. 

Lastly, Harduin explains the arocracia of the falling off of the Jews to 
Aeathenism. He considers the high priest Ananias (Acts xxiii, 2) as the 
 dviporog rie duapriag, aid his predecessor in office as the «aréyor, who must 


first be removed by death in order to make place for Ananias, At the 


beginning of his high-priesthood the &puroe re dpapriae will appear a 
‘deceitful prophet, and be destroyed at the destruction of Jerusalem by 
ee 

All these interpretations of the second class avoid, it is true, the com- 
‘mon error of the interpretations of the first class, as the *y give due proniu- 
nence to the point of the nearness of the catastrophe described by Paul; 
but, apart from many and strong objections which may be brought against 
each, they are all exposed to this fatal objection, the impossibility of 
understanding the coming of the Lord, mentioned by Paul, of the period 
. On the destruction of Jerusalem. 


“Tychsen. (Zc.) has endeavored to divest the Pauline representation of 
its prophetic character, by assuming that the apostle follows step by step 
“the course of an Epistle received from Thessalonic: a, from which he per- 
ceived that the church had been led astray into the erroneous notion that 
the advent of Christ was already at hand. The apostle cites passages 
from that writing, and adds each time his refutation. For the stite- 
ment of this opinion, which only claims attention on account of its 
: strangeness, it will be sufficient to give the translation from ver. 3 
- and onwards, in which Tychsen (p. 184 f) sums up the view he has already 
stated at length. i ig as eee ma You settainly wrote to anes ‘This day 
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cannot come until the great apostasy will occur; when a thoroughly law- 
less and corrupt man will publicly appear, who in hostile pride exalts 
himself above all that man calls divine and honorable, who also intrudes 
even into the temple of God, and gives himself out as a god.’ But do you 
not remember that I, when I was with you, told you something of this? 
and besides, you know what is in the way of that lawless one, so that. he 
can only appear in his time, not yet at present. ‘This wickedness,’ you 
say further, ‘even now secretly works.” Only that hindrance must first 
be removed out of the way! ‘And when this is removed,’ ye think, ‘the 
wicked one will soon fearlessly show himself.’ Now let him doit! The 
Lord Jesus will annihilate him with His divine power, and destroy him 
by His solemn appearance, ‘When this lawless one comes,’ ye continue, 
‘so will his appearance be accompanied by the assistance of Satan with 
deceiving miracles, delusions, and everything which can lead to blas- 
phemy, ‘Yet all this cannot seduce you, but only those unhappy per- 
sons who have no love for true religion, and accordingly are helplessly 
lost by their own fault. God for a punishment to them permitted seducers 
to rise up, that they might believe the lic. A merited punishment for all 
friends of vice who are prepossessed against true doctrine!” 


For a correct judgment of the apocalyptic instruction of the apostle, it 
is firmly to be maintained that Paul could not possibly wish to give a 
representation of the distant future. On the contrary, the events which 
he predicted were for him so near, that he himself even thought that he 
would survive them. He hoped to survive even to the personal return 
of the Lord for judgment and for the completion of His kingdom; His 
return shall be preceeded by the appearance of Antichrist, whom he con- 
sidered not us a collective idea, but as an individual person, and not in 
the political, but in the religious sphere, and specially as a caricature of 
Christ and the culmination of ungodliness; but Antichrist can only 
appear when the preventing power, which at present hinders his appear- 
ance, Will be removed, As, now, these circumstances, which Paul thinks 
were to be realized in the immediate future, have not actually taken place, 
so it is completely arbitrary to expect the fulfillment of the prophecy only 
in a edistant future; rather it is to be admitted, that although, as the very 
kernel of Paul's representation, the perfectly true idea lay at the bottom, 
that the return of the Lord for the completion of the kingdom of God 
was not to be expeetid until the moral process of the world had reached 
its close by the complete separation of the susceptible and the unsuscept- 
ible, and accordingly also until the opposition to Christ had reached its 
climax, yet Paul was mistaken concerning the nearness of the final catas- 
trophe, and, carried along by his idiosynerasy, had wished to settle more 
exactly concerning its circumstances and moral conditions than is allotted 
to man in general to know, even although he should be the apostle, the 
most filled with the Spirit of Christ. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 36; Mark xii. 
82; Acts i. 7.—We can thus only determine the meaning and interpreta- 
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tion which Paul himself connected with: lids prophecy, and: how he came 
to the assertion of such a prophecy. — Itrests on the apocalyptic views of 

“the Jews. It was a prevalent opinion of the Jews in. the time of Christ, 
that a time of tribul ation and traviail and an Antichrist were to precede 

the appearance of the M essiah, Comp. Ctede ar, das Juhrhandert des 

- Heils, Part. 2, p. 256 ff, 800 #f, 405 ff The deseription of Antiochus 
Epipbanes in Dan. viil, 23 if, xi. 8640, and the apocalyptic representation 
of Gog and Magog in Ezek. xxxvill. 89, were esteemed as types of Anti- 
christ. From these passages it is further explicable how Paul conceived 

i Antichrist aS a ‘personality, ag. an individual. — 

Accordingly, it remains only still to determine, for the explication of the 
Pauline prophecy, what isto be understood by the pteventing power, 
which still delayed the appearance of Antichrist. W sree doubt, the 
Fathers have already correctly recognized by 7d. xaréyov the Roman Em- 
pire, and—in another form of expression for it—by 6 xaré vou the Ronan 
emperor, as the representative of the empire. This is the more probable 
as, according to the Book of Daniel, the whole history of the world. was 
to fall within the four monarchies of the world, but the fourth was by 
Josephus and others regarded as the Roman Enmipire, whose impending 
-ruin the apostle might not without reason think Dinuself justified in infer 

_ ring from many symptoms. 


aertcemttatenneeonn sma pete vrata na mtepemedteatattineater ane 


Ver, 18-11. 15. Hortatory portion of the Mpistle. 

Ny, 18-17, Exhortation to the readers to hold fast. to the Christianity 
. delivered to them (ver. 15), grounded on the comfortable faet that they a 
“belonged not to those who perish, but were fore-ordained by God to salva« a” 
: tion, and called to it by the gospel (vy..15, 14), and united with 2 pious 
wish that Christ and God Himself would comfort their minds, and 

strengthen them to all goodness (vv. 16, 17). 
Ver. 18. [On vv. 18-17, see Note LX. pages 622, 623] ‘IUyeig 6] but we, 
namely, I, Paul, together with Silvanus and Timotheus, in contrast to the 
persons deseribed in vv. 10-12—ayeidouer] denotes here, as in i. 18, the 
: subjective obligation, an internal impulse.~adeAgot iryamnevar biti kupion | 
~ comp. 1 Thess. i. 4. Tho «pwc here is Christ, because ro Oem ilireetly pre- 
» eedes and 6 @edc directly follows, wonsegiiantly another subject was evi- 
a dently thought on by the apostle-—~bre cidaro bie x74.) the material object 
of ebyaperelv for the purpose of a further statement of the personal 
object rept tow, that, namely, ete.—alpsioGac] in the sense of divine election. 
(Deut. -xxvi. 18, vii. 6, 7, x. 15), does: not, elsewhere occur with Paul. He 
uses éxtéyeo0as (Eph. i. 4; 1’ Cor, i. 27, 28), or mpoywsoxer (Rom. vill, 29... 
xi, 2), or rpoopifem (Rom, viii, 29; Eph. 1.11). eipeioGae is found in Phil. i. 
“22 in ‘the related sense of “to choose between two objects the preferable.” 
an’ apie] from the beginning, : 4 @: from. eternity. Comp. 1 John. id, i. 
ABS The following forms are analogous : and Hy alaven, Eph. ii. 0; ard. 
thy aldwev Kat dd ray yeveav, Col. i. 26; mpo- tov alovev, 1 Cont i, 73 mpd xara~- 
ode Kdopov, phi i. 43. as xobviy aiwvlan, 2 Tim. i i, 9, Others, as Bonetti 
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and Krause, interpret dn’ épye of the beginning of the publication of the 
gospel, so that the Thessalonians were reckoned as the first who embraced 
the gospel in Macedonia. But this does not suit eiAaro, for the election on 
the part of God belongs to the region of eternity; the calling (ver. 14) is 
its, realization in time. Besides, an addition would be necessary to: éz’ 
apxie, as Dhil.iv, 15 proves, é dpyp rod ebayyediov. Lastly, the objection of 
Vorstius : “wbsurdum est, per principium intelligere aeternitatem, quippe 
in qua nullum est principium,” overlooks the fact that da dpyie is noth- 
ing more than a popular expression.\—ei¢ owrypiav] is by Flatt referred to 
salvation in this life, whilst he considers included therein the forgiveness 
of sins, the assurance of God’s peculiar love, and the freedom from the 
dominion of sinful inclinations. Incorrect on this account, because the 
sornpia of the Thessalonians is in undeniable contrast with the condemnation 
of the ungodly (ver. 12), and thus likewise must be referred to the result to 
be expected at the advent of Christ, accordingly must denote eternal sal- 
ration.—iv dywcug rvebuaroc nat wiote dAgfetac| belongs neither to cwrypiav 
alone (Xoppe, Flatt, Schott, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann, Riggenbach), 
nor to eiAaro alone (de Wette), but to: the whole idea eiAaro ele cwrypiay, and. 
states the means by which the election, which has taken place to eternal 
salvation, was to be realized? 'To assume, with de Wette, that év is placed 
for ety, and to find the rect aim denoted by éy dyacud «.7.2.,, is unmaintain- 
able. For if ele cwrnpiay and ty dyaou@ were co-ordinates, then (1) ee 
aarypiay, because the highest aim, would be put not in the first, but in the 
second place; and (2) the sudden transition from a preposition of motion 
to one of rest would be inexplicable. veipa is not the spirit of man, to 
which the being sanctilled was to be referred (genitive of the object: “by 
the improvement of the spirit,” Koppe, Krause, Schott), but the Holy 
Spirit, from whom the sanctification of the whole man is to proceed, or 
by whom itis to be elfected (genitive of origin). Accordingly it is also 


‘evident wherefore the apostle mentions the belief in the Christian. truth 


only after dywondc, although otherwise the sanctification of man follows 
only on his reception of the divine word. For. Paul considers. a twofold. 
qmeans of the realization of the divine election—/irst, the influence of the 
Holy Spirit upon man, and secondly, man’s own reception. But the 
former already precedes the latter. 

Ver. 14. Bg 6] to which. Incorrectly, Olshansen: therefore. Wi¢ 6 does 
not refer to ware: (Aretius), also not to év dyaqu nat miores (Mstius, Cor- 
nelius a Lapide, Fromond., Nat. Alexander, Moldenhauer, Koppe, Flatt, 
Schott, Schrader, de Wette, Hofman Ist ed.), still less to the “ electio ” and 
the “animus, quo cadem digni evadimus” (Pelt), or to eidaro tude 6 eds, 
as “the historical act of God, through which the readers have become 


* LAlso Schrader’s assertion, that the author a mistake of the actual use of the preposition 


‘(the pseudo-Paul) betrays by an’ apxis “that év narrowing its meaning, Hofmann ohbjects— 


he considered the time when the gospel was and Maller shousd not haye followed him— 

first preached in Thessalonica as dreadylong against the above interpretation, that. then 

past,” has no meaning according to the above, — the means would. be taken for the act of the 
23n a mununer entirely incorrect, and with election itself. 
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partakers of salvation,” (Hofmann 2d_ed.) but to. ele our npiay iv dytaaup 
par.d, (Theophylact, Ellicott) ; whilst to the aim of the election, and to the 
means by which it was to be realized according to God’s eternal counsel, 
is added the actual call of the readers occurring in time. Accordingly, 
gle & isto be completed by eg 14 owlljuar tuiig de dylacnov mvebpatug Kat TlaTEOS 
dAndelac—did tot ebayyerlou jen’) through our publication of the gospel, Comp. 
-4Thess. 1.5. The historical condition of wicru.—eig mepuraijocw dagyg rob 
xpiou] an appositional resumption of ig corypiay, in order further to 
~ characterize the salvation, whose reception God had predetermined to the 
readers, ag an acquisition (see on 1 Thess. v. 9) of the glory which Christ 
possesses. So in essentials, Pelagius, Musculus, Hunnius, Piscator, Vors- 
_tius, Grotius, Wolf, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, Alford, Ewald, Bisping, 


- Ellicott, Riggenbach, and others. Less suitably, because weakening the 


force and the important contents of the expression, Luc. Osiander, Ben- 
son, Moldenhauer, and Pelt explain déga rod «upiov of the glory, of which 
“Christ is the source or bestower. Against the reference to God as the sub- 
ject in. reperoinaw, and to Christ as the receiver of the déga (Oecumenius : 
iva DdEav reperothon 1% vig avros; Theophylact, Vatablus, Cornelius a Lapide), 
is the circumstance that although el¢ meperoiyow might stand instead of 
ele r6. with the infinitive, yet the dative 7G xupio quay would require to. be 
placed instead of the genitive rod kupiov judv. Lastly, the passive signifi- 
gation of wépuroinote: “ub essetis gloriosa possessio domini nostri desu 
Christi” (Menochius, Harduin; also Luther: “to the glorious inherit- 


~ - ance,” and Calvin), has. against it the weakening of the substantive désy¢ 


into an adjective, and the parallel passage in 1 Thess, v. 0. Besides, the 
- context decides against the two last-mentioned views. For the object of vv. 
~ 18, 14 is to bring forward the glory of the lot which is assigned to the 
». Thessalonians, in order thereby to lead to the exhortation in ver. 16. 
Ver. 15. "Apa ctv] wherefore then, as such an end awaits you—~orixere] 
. sand faust, comp. 1 Thess. iii, 8 The opposite of cadevtijras, ver, 2-—Kai 
«pareire rac wapaddcecc| and hold fast to the traditions, instructions in Chris- 


_-tianity. As xpareiv here (comp. Mark vii. 8), so does karé yee rag rapadécen 


stand in 1 Cor. xi. 2—de édayorre] See Winer, p. 214 f, [E. 'T. 220].— etre 
6d Adyou| whether by oral discourse.—sv ériorodjy] refers to the First Epistle 

to the Thessalonians, — a 

_. Vv. 16,17, The apostle rises from his evangelical activity (ver. 15) up 
to Christ, the Lord and Ruler of the Christian church, and concludes with 


-. the mention of God, who is the final reason and contriver of the Christian 


salvation.» The unusual (2 Cor. xiii. 13) naming of Christ first and of 
God second, is sufficiently explained from the fact that Christ is the Medi- 
ator between God and man.—On the union of the two nominatives, Christ 
and God, with a verb in the singular, see on 1 Thess. iii, L.—s dyarhoar 
meas Kar dode mapdxa. xr.A.] a fittingly-selected characteristic, in order to 
mark the confidence with which Paul expects the hearing of his suppli- 
cations,—é dyarfeac juice nat dotc] refers exclusively to 4 O¢d¢ Kat rardp 


 -juév. Baurmgarten-Crusius incorrectly refers only the second participle. 


: to God, and the first to Christ. But the participle aorist dyarfoac must not 
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be weakened into “ qui nos amat et quovis tempore amavit.” (so Schott, 
after Flatt and Pelt), but refers to the divine proof of love already belong- 
ing to the past,—-accomplished, 7. e. to the fact by which the love of God to 
mankind is car’ é&ox4v proved,—to the mission of His Son in order to rescue 
sinners from destruction.—rai. dotc} and has thereby communicated to us.— 
rapaKayory | comfort. This is called eternal,! not, perhaps, on account of the 
blessings of eternal lite which Christians have to expect (Chrysostom, 
Estius, Vorstius, Grotius, Fromond., and others), but because Christians 
have become the sons of God, and as such are filled with indestructible 
conjidence that all things, even the severest affliction which may befall 
them, infallibly serves for their good, because God has so ordained, and 
that nothing in the world will be able to separate them from the love of 
God in Christ; comp. Rom. viii. 28,38 f ‘The opposite of this eternal 
consolation is the fleeting and deceptive consolation of the world (Olsh., 
Ellicott). wapdeAyotce accordingly refers to the present. On the other hand 
(vv. 18, 14), éAmlc Gyalh refers to the blessedness and glory to be expected. 
in the fudwre.—év ydperc] in grace, i.e. by means of a gracious appointment, 
belongs not to é4rida, but to the participles. The opposite is man’s 
own merit.—repanadfea] may comfort or calm, refers particularly to the 
disquiet of the readers in reference to the advent (ii, 2).—kai ornpifac] se. 
duie (see eritical remarks), which is in itself evident from the preceding 
Udvemiv wuvti ipyw Kal Ady ayald| in every good work and word. Grotius 
incorrectly takes it in the sense of eg way spyoy nal wdvta Adyov dyabér. 
But, with Chrysostom, Calvin, Turretin, Bolten, Flatt, and others, to limit 
Adyor to teaching is erroneous, on account of the universal savri and its 
being placed along with éoym. The apostle rather wishes an establish- 
ment in every good thing, whether manifested in works or in words. 


Norms py AMERICAN Eprror. 
LIX. Vv. 1 ff 


(a) Liinem,, in his note on 1 Thess. iv. 1, distinguishes épwrauey as an address 
of a friend to a friend, from mapaxaAodpev tv xvpiy as an exhortation in virtue of 
the apostolic oflice ; and it will be noticed, on examination of the passages in which 
the former verb occurs in the N. T., that it can very commonly be taken in this 
sense, Assuming this to be the sense of the verb here, we easily account for the 
force of trép, us distinguished from mept: We present to you our friendly request 
or entreaty on behalf of that great event in which the Lord is to consummate His 
work for ts—that you should not be led away by any misrepresentation respecting 
it.—-(b) émavvaywyi¢ undoubtedly refers to that meeting with the Lord which is 
spoken of in 1 Thess, iv. 16,17. Whether é7’ airéy is to be insisted upon as | 
meaning wp to Him, as distinguished from mpd¢ abrév (so Liinem.), is doubtful— 
(c) That mvetuarog refers to some prophetic, i.e. supposed prophetic, utterance in 
the presence of the church, can hardly be questioned. That Aéyov may mean 
some word in the way of teaching in the presence of the church, as distinguished 

: 4 


1The feminine form alwvia is found only here in the N, 'T. and in Heb. Ix. 12. 
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» from ee: y, 18 possible, But, as we should more. ateety expect dubai, if 
this were the meaning, and as Adyau is apparently united with éroroage yoy in 
ver. 15, it is probable that the latter connection is intended here. As to the word 
bmar ofc the possibilities of reference seem to be the following: (1) to the First 
Epistle; (2) to some forged letter; (3) to some letter “which professed to report 
his exact opinions, while in. re: iy it misunderstood them,” but yet not forged 
in his name (Farrar). The objections to (1) are that there is no art iele with 
émorodge; that there is no statement in 1 Thess, which implies that the Parousia 
évéorqxev; and that, if such a reference had been intended, there would: probably 
have been some distinct intimation that that letter contained no declaration of 
this kind. The objections to (2), on the other hand, are the improbuability that 
~ such a forged letter would have been written at this early period, so soon after the 
first epistle, and to a church in such close relations with himself, and the improb- 
ability that, if such a letter had been written, he would have passed over the fact 
with no rebuke. The objection to (8) is that iii, 17 would seem to imply that a 
forgery had occurred. Hither (2) or (8) is the more probable view. If we adopt 
(3), it is possible to account for iii. 17, and the difficulty in the supposition of a 
forged letter is removed, Some word or letter, however, must have heen brought 
to their notice which professed to give Paul’s view as set orth in’ éutorycey K.7.4., 


and. which, either pur posely or through. misunderst: uniding, misrepresented Irim. 


The o¢ which precedes 62 judy here, and is wanting in ver. 15, makes it probable 
- that it was not a letter (like the first epistle) written by himself. 

(d) The verb évéoryM evidently means either “is now present” (R. Y.), or 
“is just at hand” (A, RB. V.). In either case, it denotes not near, as contrasted 
with in the remote or uncertain future, bat already come or in the time ininediately at 

hand. The Thessalonians had fallen into an error—supposing that the end was 
just upon them—which might naturally have led some of them to helieve that it 
was useless to think of earthly business any longer.» It was an error of this sort 
which the Apostle corrected, He makes his statements to show them that. the 
Parousia was not to come, as they supposed, perhaps within a year or two, but 
only after the occurrence of certain developments. of evil, which were tn be 
expected. The question whether the Apostle himself diought of the Parousin as 
probably to take: place within twenty or thirty years or not, must be determined, 
so far as this passage is concerned, not from the fact of his denying the évéaryxen, 
for the negative. of this would only prove its non-occurrence within a yery much 
briefer period, but by the length of time which must be allowed for the occurrence 
of what he declares. is to take place before the day of the Lord.—(e) The things 
which are mentioned. as to occur before the end are the apostisy and the revela- 
tion of the man of sin. The former of these, apparently, is to precede, or at 
least to. be consummated in, the latter. The apostasy seems to ‘stand in the rela- 
tion to the mystery of lawlessness, spoken of in ver.7, of an effect toa cause; or 
. this lawlessness ig that which, when reaching its full development, becomes ‘the 
- vapostasy. The mystery of lawlessness is already in operation, but-is restrained as 
~~ to the outbreaking | of its full force by an outside power. The progress of things, 

‘therefore, is, first, the partial, perhaps in some measure hidden, working of the evil 
- forces, which has begun already, and is to go on until the restraining power is 

“yemoved ; then, their development in the apostasy ; then, the consummation of 
the: apostasy in the revelation of the man of sin; and then, the P: srousia,—( f ) In 
Lo regard to to the length of time which i is. to be allowed, two. “polnte may he noticed 4 in 
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the passage :—(1) that the mystery of lawlessness is said to be already working, . 
and (2) that the restraining power is spoken of as already exercising its force, at 
the time when the words were written. Beyond these indications, the passage 
atfords nothing definite respecting this question—(y) The designations of the man 
of sin are so marked and distinct, that there can be no reasonable doubt that the 
Apostle isspeaking of the Antichrist. This is proved (1) by the connection with 
arooracia, (2) by the genitive dvoyiac, comp. cvoroc (yer. 8), (8) by the words 
6 ulig rig aadeiag, (4) by 6 avruceiuevog xr... (5) by the reference to sitting in 
the temple of God, ete. (6) by the the connection of his coming with the working 
of Satan, (7) by the application to him of the word apovsia, and other words 
which are used of Christ’s coming, (8) by the contrast of the deceit of unrighteous- 
ness with the truth. The combination of all these things, when compared with 
what is said in other parts of the N. T. respecting the Antichrist, establishes this 
reference as in the Apostle’s mind.—(i) By the use of the words rapoucia, do- 
Kadigdy, exupaveig, ete. which are to be accounted for primarily by the desire to 
present a striking contrast of Antichrist to Christ, the Apostle intends, no doubt, 
to suggest the idea of some sudden and wonderful manifestation of evil power. 

({) The view which is to be held with regard to what the Apostle had in mind 
in this passage can hardly be determined from the passage in itself alone. The 
other passages in the N.'P. where this and kindred subjects are alluded to must be 
considered, and by an examination of them all we must ascertain, as we best may,. 
the general thought of the Apostolic mind on such questions. The conclusions 
thus derived will have an important bearing here. Agor the passage itself, its 
indications are (1) that the error of the Thessalonians consisted in supposing the 
entl to he in the yery nearest future—just upon them; (2) that that which was to 
precede the end had already begun its work; (3) that this was an evil develop- 
ment in the religious, not in the political sphere; (4) that the restraining force, 
evidently not being the trne religion or the Divine power (see the closing words 
of yer, 7), was probably political or governmental; (5) that the final extreme de- 
velopment of the evil, which was to follow the removal of the restraining force, was 
such that it could be deseribed as the revelation of the man of sin, i.e. the descrip- 
tion Involves either striking personification or definite personality; (6) that the 
man of sin was to continue in the exercise of his power until the Parousia, when 
he was to he destroyed hy the manifested power of Christ. These indications point 
towards a continnou’ development of evil from the time which was present to the 
writer and readers (but ina somewhat hidden way, or under special limitations 
from a power beyond itself), and towards a subsequent sudden outburst of its force, 
which outburst was to be in the form of an apostasy, i.e. a falling away within the, 
Christian body itself. There is evidently here somewhat of a kindred conception 
to that which we discover in certain parts of the book of Revelation, and which is 
hinted at in I, John, IL. Peter, and elsewhere—(j) The Apostle speaks of the 
temple of God, which may refer to the temple at Jerusalem. He also uses the 
two phrases, 7d caréyov and 6 xaréyor, which may refer to the Roman government 
and the Roman emperor. Ife also refers to the restraining power as known to_ 
the readers, which fact may easily find an explanation for itself--and may, at the 
sume time, furnish an explanation for the indefinite character of the expression 
used to describe it—if it be taken as meaning the Roman government. It can 
hardly be aflirmed, however, that these different expressions must have the refer- 
ence mentioned.—(&) If the Apostles expected the Payousia in their own life-time, 
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or inongit of it as possibly coming within a ert period, it would be very natural 
"for them to think of, and picture before their readers, the approaching evils and 
calamities by means of words which were applicable to powers or developments 
of thelr ownage. This would, also, be natural—at least, to some degree—-even 
if they regarded the Parousia as belonging to the remoter nad HENCE uncertain 


future. 
LX. 3-12, 


“With reference to the words and phrases in these verses, the following points 
may be noticed : —(1), duapriag (ver. 8) is a characteristic, amwAgiag, a possessive 
_ genitive—(2) The text-reading dvojtiag is placed i in the text by W. and IL, Treg,, 
‘Tisch. 8, with the authorities mentioned in Liinem.’s textual note.—-(3) Tov vaoy 
‘rot Seo is veferred by Liem. to the temple at Jerusalem, and he regards this 
reference as proved by the repetition of the article. AJf. claims that there is no 
force in this, and cites 1 Cor, ili. 17, where he alleges that 6 vad¢ rot Jeat is used 
‘in a figurative sense,. It may he questioned, however, whether the use is figura- 
tive in 1 Cor, iii, 17,—whether the statement of that verse is not made with regard 
to the actual temple as a holy building, and the application added in atraeg tyeig 
boré,-of which (holy) character you are—therefore one cannot injure or destroy your 
Christian life without being exposed to Divine punishment. The eases in which 
wade ox vadg Yeow are used without the article, ina figurative sense, are not in point 
against Liinem.’s position, The form of expression is favorable to the detinite 
_reference given by Liinefh, but whether this reference can be absolutely affirmed 
may be considered doubtful—(4) The change from 1) catéyov to 6 xaré yey is in 
- dicative of a person as exercising the restraining power. Like the dvayoc and the 
Lord, this third power is presented as a person. The conception of the writer is 


. after this manner; ‘but, while this conception may accord with reality, the repre- 


. sentation may perhaps, on the other hand, be figurative, i.e. personification only. 
—(5). In ver. 7, R.V. supplies éort after udvov, in the text, (“only there is one 
that. restraineth until,” ete.), but adopts, in the margin, the other construction 
(“the mystery of lawlessness doth already work, only until,” ete.), The latter in 
terpretation, which is probably correct, recognizes a special emphasis in the word 
puorhpov. It is working as a mystery; it will afterwards come to a revelation.— 
(6) Evidently vv. 9, 10 relate to what follows the rapovaia of the lawless one and 
precedes that of Christ. There is a period of open working of davoyia, after the 
- working as a mystery is ended and the restraining power has been taken out of the 
“way. What is to be the length of this period is not stated, but the first impression 
upon tke reader would naturally be that it was not to. be very long-continued, "The 
parallelism between the working of the dvoyng and Christ, is still kept. up in these 
verses by onpelans, siciegulae 2 and araty eis’ mark the contrast. 


pened SUSE Ue oe py ae: 


ae 6) ‘The connection of the Hortatory Section of the Epistle, 3 ii. 18-iif, 15, with 

: what precedes is only through the contrast between the persons alluded to in vv. 
11,12, and the Apostle and his readers—that which befalls the former and that 
for which the latter have been chosen of. God. ‘There is no exhortation which 
ar connects itself immediately with the suggestions of. vv. 2 ff,—at the most, only a 
“gy ‘general one; such as We fae in ver. F 1Bir=(8) The. hortatory section opens with 
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thanksgiving—in its form precisely like that of i. 3; and the mingling of thanks 
and exhortation is similar to what may be observed in 1 Thess. This inter- 
mingling of the two belongs, in both alike, to the character of the letters. The 
use of dgeiAonev with ebyaporeiv, here and in i, 8, is peculiar, being found in no 
other Epistle. It expresses, with friendly feeling, his sense of the fitness and 
duty of giving thanks on their behalf; (comp. xadag dgidv éorw i, 8)—(c) 
That eiaaro an’ dpyi¢ (ver. 13), thongh Paul does not use these words elsewhere 
in this sense, refers to God’s election from eternity, is put beyond any considerable 


doubt, by the fact that it is a choice to salvation (si¢ cwrypiav), and by the fact, 


that the divine call follows it (cig 0 éxddecev), The ground of thankfulness in 
the Apostle’s mind probably included both the choice and the call. The choice of 
God is said to move in the sphere of sanctification, etc., as, in 1 Cor. vii. 15, His 
call is said to move in the sphere of peace (comp. also 1 Thess. iv. 7, called in 


stnetification), because there is no divine purpose of salvation except as the sancti- - 


fying power of the Spirit and belief of the truth have their true influence in the 
soul. ’Ey of this verse is, thus, rather the common éy denoting the sphere in 


which, than an instrumental preposition—(d) In view of this divine election to 


salvation in the sphere of sanctification and faith, the exhortation of yer. 15 is given 
to stand fast, and also to hold fast the mapadéoeeg which they had been taught. 
As these instructions include those which were 6: émorodge, that is, the First 
Lpistle, aud as that epistle contains suggestions with regard to the Parousia, it 
may be that there is some reference to the errors into which they had fallen on 
this subject, and which he was writing this letter especially to correct. But such a 
reference, if this he the fact, is only incidental, and the exhortation is intended to 
cover all the instructions which he had given them. Comp. orypigas év mavri 
[py nati Ady ayath> (ver. 17)-—(d) The union of God and Christ as the subject 
of a verb in the singular number, which has been already noticed in Note LIT. 
(1 Thess. fi. 11), is found again in ver. 16 of this chapter; and here it will be 
observed that Christ is placed first. In the uniting of Christ with God, in 
sentences which refer to the divine work in the soul and in redemption, the Apostle 
thus, in these earliest letters, goes as far as is possible. It is interesting to notice 
how, under the influence of circumstances which more fully called forth the 
expression of his thought in the latest letters addressed to the churches, he rises 
in his statements to the highest limits which epistolary and popular language 
allowed. ‘The movement of expression from the one to the other is in the line of 
the setting forth of the same idea of Christ’s relation to the Father. The line 
begins with the close union of the lather and Christ as the commonsubject of one 
verb; it ends with the declaration. that the fullness of dedry¢ dwells in Christ. 
The union of the two in the words, at the beginning, may not necessarily involve 
their oneness in essence. But the declaration, at the end, may lead us to the con- 
viction, that, in thus uniting them at the beginning, Paul did so because he 
believed them to be one—(e) The word aleviay (ver. 16) is used, probably, 
hecanse the consolation or comfort of the Christian life takes hold upon the 
eternal life. 
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CHAPTER TIT. — 
Ver, 3. Instead of the Reeeptus 6 Kips, A pe FG 71, Vale, Tt. Copt. Arm, in 
‘marg. and some Latin Fathers have 6 Oeéc, Accepted | ¥. Lachm. But wesrog dé 


_ éorw 6. Kbpiog does not elsewhere occur, whilst mordg 6 Oede is a usual form. 
Comp. 1 Cor. i. 9, x. 18; 2 Cor, i, 18. Therefore the former might have been 


S corrected according to the latter, 6 xlpeog is attested by B (e sil.) DY’ EK L 


, almost all min., most versions, many Greek Fathers, and Tier.—-Ver. 5. rip 
brropovgy| The Elz, reads troporfy. Against all uncial mss. (lea 8), most min,, 
and many Greek Fathers.. Ver. 6. Instead of rapéAaBov (D** De Wy CL Bee 
. 28, 81, al, pl. edd. Aeth. Syz, p. Slav. Vulg, Clar. Germ, Bas, [alieubi] a, Cypr. 
[ter] Leif, Aug. Ambrosiast, ‘ed. Pelag. received hy Matth. and Scholz, presi 
also by Reiche), Elz, reads xapéAape (very weakly attested, namely, only by 8, 49, 
57, 71, Syr.)3 Lachm, reads raperdBere (after BE G 43, al, Copt.e Arm, Matonlis 
Theodoret [sem.], Ambrosiast. ed. Auct. de sing. cler.) ; Gnel wach, Tisch, Alford 
and Ellicott read rapeAdBooay (after AN* Bas; D* has for it the simple verb 
» éAdPocav), mapédafe and rapeAdBere are corrections, und not so well attested as the 
third ‘person plural. Butthe Alexandrian form aapeddfooay merits the prefer- 
ence before wapécfov, as the less usual form in the N.T., which on that account 
~ might easily have led to an alteration —~—Ver. 8. Instead of the Fe reps vhora wet 
- ajpépav, BE.G817, al, Chrys. ms, Damase: (sem.) have verde gai pagpag, To- 


oe ceived by Lachm. and Tisch. 8 . Against the preponderating authority of A DE 








EL the great majority of min., and many Fathers, and the probable conformity 
to 1 Thess. { ii, 9; dit, 10—Ver. 12. Tila, Tisch. 2 read dat roi grpiou jay “Tyaois 
| Xpurob. Lachui Tisch., 1, 7-and 8, Alford and Elieott read dy xupin yaoi 
Xpurp, The latter is reauiied by A BD* Ee F G8* 17, 31,al, Vil. ft. Goth, 
Copt. al., Damase, (sem.) Ambrosiast, Aug. Pel—Ver, 18, Elz, reads i) davanjoyre. 
Instead of this, Lachm. Schott, Tisch. Alford and Tllicott have preferred. pai} 
éyrangonre, after A BD*8 (Tisch. 7: py évxanfayre). But the latter is a probable 
correction, as the writing éxxaxciy, instead of éyxaxe7, never oceurs with certainty else 
where than in the N. T. and in the writings of the Fathers, Comp. Meyer on 2 
Cor. ive 1—Ver. 16. Elz. Tisch, 2,7 and 8, and Ellicott read rpér@. Lachm. and 
Tisch, Lread rérg, after A* D* F G,.17, 49, Vulg. It. Goth. Chrys, Ambrosiast, 
Pel. .Commended to attention by Gilera already preferred ly Piscator, Besa, 
and: Grotiug. But rpémy (attested by A** B [e. sil.] De 5 Kis S, almost all 
‘min. Syr. utr: Copt. al. m. Theodoret, Damiase, al.) dec ‘idedly metits the prefer- 
“ence on accormt of the sense, cia might, on aveount of. the more frequent form é . 
ravtt téry (1 Cori. 23 2 Cor. fi 14; 1 Tim. ii. 8), be easily transformed into 
«tbr. Also Bouman (Chartue ‘hts ica, lib: Te p. 67) considers tpémqy as the 
original; but then he advances the following supposition for the origin of the . 
false reading térw:.“ Proxime cum praecessisset, dud. ravrdg omni. tempore, digtionis : 
ne elegantiam ac concinnitatem hoe requirere putarunt. librarii, wt nihil potius adji- 
. eeretur quam éy ravri réry omni loco ; -quippe qui temporis ac spaiii notiones fre- 
oo pa ate conyeng, pro ana hap apne pptiine novissent, “a 
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Vv. 1-5. Paul requests the Thésaloniana to pray. that the bccpdl may 
be more widely diffused, and that he himself (and his companions) might 
be delivered from the persecutions to which he was exposed. He then 
expresses his trust that the Lord will assist the Thessalonians, and also 
declares his confidence that they will obey his (the apostle’s) command- 
ments, and h @ unites therewith an additional benediction, 

Ver. 1. [On vy. 1-5, See Note LXIL. page 632.] To Aourdy] seé on 1 
Thess. iv. L.—repi quay] on our behalf. But the apostle’s wish is com- 

pletely unselfish, as he refers to the promotion of Christianity, and to him- 
self only so far as he stands in connection with that object.—iva] comp. on 
i 1L—é Adyog rot xvpiov] Genitivus subjectivus ; see on 1 Thess. i. 8~—rpéyn] 
may ren. A. representation of quick and unimpeded advancing —dokdtyral] 
is passive : may be glorified. Pelt erroneously understands it as middle. 
But the gospel is only glorified when it is recognized as what. it is, 
namely, as a dbvayeg Ocod cig owrnpiay rwavtl rG morebovte (Rom. 1. 16). 
Nicolas de Lyra arbitrarily limits the verb to the “miracula, veritatem 
ojus declarantia.”—adae nat apie tuac] even as it is among you. A lauda- | 
tory recognition of the eager desire for salvation, with which the Thessa- 
loniuns surrendered themselves to the preaching of the gospel. Comp. 1 
Thess. 1.6 {2 The words are closely connected with «at dogéfyra. Accord- 
ing to Tlofmann, with whom Moller, although wavering, coincides, the 
words ive to be united with tpéyz, passing over «ai dogagyra. Incorrectly, 
bearuse dosdacyra is a higher idea than rpéyy, whilst it adduces that point 
by which the external act of rpéyew can only receive its internal value. 
Accordingly cat dogdgyrat is too important to be considered only as a sub- 
-sidiary Tome “appended ” to tpévy—mpod¢ tyuac] see on 1 Thess, iii. 4, 
Ver. 2. In deliverance from his adversaries lay the condition that he, 
the apostle, could work the more effectively for the diffusion of the gos- 
polt—dromog] is used of that which is not in its right place. Used of per- 
sons, it denotes one who does or says that which is inappropriate under 
the circumstances. Thus it is equivalent to ineptus (Cie. de orat. ii. 4). 
From “ propriety ” it passes to its wider ethical meaning, and is used of 
men who act contrary to human or divine laws. Thus it receives the 
gencral signification of bad or godless.*—But the Thessalonian Jews are 
not to be understood by the droroe cat rovqpol drOpwror, from whose perse- 
eution the apostle had already, at an earlier period, frequently suffered 
(so, as it would seem, Pelt), for their influence hardly extended to 
Corinth. Persons must be meant who were then present in Corinth itself. 
‘But we are not to think on Christians who were only so in name (Zwingli, 
Musculus, Hemming, Flatt, Schrader, and others), and particularly on false 
teachers among the Jewish Christians (Schott), but on fanatical Jews? Comp. 
Acts xviii. 6,12 ff. That the adversaries of the apostle could not have 
been already Christians, follows from the inferential clause setting forth 


iPheodoret: Aurky per} alrnots elvat Boxed, — -2See Seanipled 4 in Kypke, Observ. IL. p. 145 
palo, 88 pws dovive cay vap rovnpiy dvOpdnwy — f.; Loesner, and Wetstein. 
Arrowévay, kkewdvrag Kal > TOU enpsiyacros ‘3 Hammond. also finds here another refer. 


auvrpixen Aébyos, / ence to the Gnostics! ; * 
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.. the naturalness of the existence of stich people, ob yap révrov } miarie, for 
faith is not an affair of all, 4, e. it finds not a place among all, all have nota 


susceptible heart for it.—j niotic] on account of the article, can only 


~ denote the Christian faith simply and generally. To understand the expres- 


gion of fidelity or honesty, with Schoettgen, M oldenhauer, Koppe, Bolten, 


Krause, Flatt, and others, i is as incorrect as to interpret it of true faith, 


with Schott. For in the first case ob yap wdvreg motot Would require to 


have been written, and in the second case ob yap wavrov 9 mlatic dAnlig. 
Ver. 8. A contrast to ob yap wdvrov 4 rioric, with a play upon the word 


lotic, and a return to the statement in ii, 16,17—~é xipie] not a designa- 


tion of God (Schott, Schrader, Olshausen, and Hilgenfeld, Zischr. f wiss. 
-‘Theol., Halle 1862, p. 261), but of Christ. His faithfulness consists in this, 
that He, as Protector of the church, watches over the continuance of itie 
-- faith, and effects its diffusion in spite of all droro: and rowpot. Strikingly, 
Calvin: “Ceterum de aliig magis quam de se anxium faisse Paulum, 
‘ostendunt haec ipsa verba. In eum maligni. homines improbitatis suae 


aculeos dirigebant, in eum. totus impetus irruebat: curam interes, suam ced 
Thessalonicenses convertit.’—robd. rovypoi] is, by Calvin, Musculus, stius, 
Piscator, Menochius, Nat. Alexander, Benson, Bengel, Baumgarten, Mol- 
denhauer, Macknight, Olshausen, Hofmann and Ie Hieott t, uso Cornelius a 
Lapide, Er. Schmid, and Beza, though not decidedly held by the latter, 
understood as masculine, accordingly as a designation of the devil, Tn. 
itself nothing can be objected against this interpretation, as in Matt. xdik 
19.and elsewhere frequently in the N, T., also with Paul in. Hph, vi. 16,» 
§ rovmpée is found in this sense. But here this interpretation is untenable, 
because b¢ ornpige. tua Kal duddgec drs rod movgpod evidently resumes 
ornpiza év wavti épyy nat Ady dyalG, i. 17, and only arranges ib positively 
‘and negatively. But if rod ovgpod corresponds to the negation of the 
position gy avr) Epyy nat Ady dayalp, it must be newer, and denote moral 
evil generally. But it would be arbitrary to make this nouter equivalent 


to ray rompav avOpérav, to which Koppe and Flatt give their countenance. 


Ver. 4. The apostle has confidence in Christ that He will come to the 
assistance of the Thessalonians, promoting their faith and protecting them, ; 
but he is likewise confident in them, that they on their part will not fiil in 
obedience to the apostle’s commanis, Thus the apostle paves the way for it 


"suitable transition to the exhortation in ver. 6 f—tv xpiq'] a state. 


ment of the element of his confidence annexed to rerallapen ih’ dpde, in 


order to express that the apostle’s confidence in his readers was one 


~ founded. on Chist, caused by the participation of Christianity, Comp, 


Gal.-y. 10; Phil. ii. 24; Rom. xiv. 14.—é¢’ tpic| see Meyer on 2 Cor. ii. 3.— 
Kal roceire] does not still belong to the protasis (see Erasmus on the pas- 
gage), but begins the apodosis. 

Ver. 5, A fresh involuntary effusion of piety on the part of the apostle, : 
by 2 means sod which he calls down the divine blessing on. every: aC tion of 


ton ‘the form of the expression, compare : 


» wépivtdy tod! 8 & rAads (Straho, viii, 6,20, om 
ithe w now proverbs" oO mayrds. avSpds. ds 


bteney ies T. 2y-P. 780). 
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man as @ condition of its success? To assume that ver. 5 was added by 
Paul, because he could not yet entirely trust the Thessalonians (de Wette), 
is without foundation.—é «bpioc] Christ, as in vv. 8, 4.—narevfivar buoy rag 
xapdiag tig tiv ayaryy tod Osod] direct your hédarts to the love of God, namely, 
in order to be filled and pervaded by it, notin order to remain contem- 
plating it (Coppe, Olshausen)—/ aydiy rod Oro] is not “ amor a deo prae- 
optus”? (Clericus), or “amor, quem deus hominum quasi infundit ani- 
mis” (Pelt), also not the love of God to men, which was to be the pattern 
for Christian brotherly love (Macknight, Koppe), or, more specially, the 
manifestation of the love of God in Christ and in His work of redemp- 
tion (Olshausen, Riggenbach); but love toward God (Gen. object... Paul 
wishes the Thessalonians to be inspired with it, because itis the centre 
uniting all commandments; comp. Matt. xxii. 87 ff—kal ele trav bropoviy 
tov Xpisrod] Oecumenius, Ambrose, Faber Stapulensis, Erasmus, Vata- 
blus, Cornelius a Lapide, Beza, Bernard a Piconio, and Benson, to whom - 
recently Hofmann has attached himself, understand by this the patient 
waiting for Christ, that is, for His coming. Erroneous, because—(1) 
fvapovgy (comp. 1 Thess. i. 10) would require to be written instead of 
drenpovgy y and (2) the idea of patient waiting, by which addition the state- 
ment becomes only suitable, would require to be expressly brought forward 
Pe by an additional clause. The stedfastness of Christ (Gen. possessiv.) is meant, 
inasmuch as the endurance which the Christian manifests in tribulation 
: for the suke of the gospel is in its nature nothing else than the stedfastness 
which was peculiar to Christ Timselfin His sufferings. Comp. the analo- 
gous expression ra rathjuara to’ Xpiorod, 2 Cor, i. 5, and Meyer in loco. 
The stinple genitive cannot express stedfastness for the sake of Christ, as it is 
uswally explained, 
Vy. 6-15, Dehortation from a disorderly and idle life in the ehurch. Paul 
had already touched upon this subject in his First Epistle (iv. 11, 12, v. 
Lf). But here it is more expressly treated, and also with greater severity, 
hecause, without doubt, in the restless and fanatical excitement of spirits 
on account of the advent, this evil had greatlysinercased instead of dimin- 
ishing. Paul represents the core of the church as free from. this fault; 
he exhorts them to withdraw themselves from every Christian brother 
living disorderly, in order to bring him to shame and amendment. Only 
in ver, 12 does he direct his apostolic word to the erring brethren them- 
selves. 
Vor. 6. [On vy. 6-18, see Note LXITT. pages 632, 638.] MapayyéAaouev dé] 
An application of the general & mapayyéAdouey, ver. 4, to a special case.—év 
évéuare rod Kupinn judy T. Xp.] belongs to rapayyéAaouev, not to what follows, 
A solemn reference to the high authority for this injunction. Comp. 1 
Cor, vi 4—artddect dd revoc] to withdraw himself from every one, to avoid 
| his company. Comp. tracréadew gaurd, Gal. ii. 12, and trocréhAcodas, Heb. 
: x, BB. —drderor] see on 1 Thess. v. 14.—xard, tiv mapadoam, fv «7.4.| refers 
. not to instruction by the example of the apostle (Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
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pacamanit, Theophylact, Hofmann), which is first mentioned, in what 
follows, but to the delinite instruction which the apostle had given to them 
orally, during his presence at- Thessalonica (comp. ver, 10; 1 Thess. iv. 

~ 11), and then confirmed 6y wiiting 1 Thess. iv. 11, 12) —rapeRifooe A 

es well-known constructio al sensun adapted 0 the collective form. drd wavrog 
adehgod. See Kithner, II. p. 42.1. 

Ver. 7. Confirmation of xara tiv apd doa, ie maperd Boon, The instrnc- 
tion iniparted was sufficiently known to the readers: what Paul com- 
~ manded, he practically exhibited by his own conduct.—cibro/} ye yourselves, 
without. it being necessary for me to speak much about it—-mig dei papei- 
ofat uae} a concise expression, meaning: What is your ¢neumbent walk, 
and how, in consequence of it, ye will be my ¢milators.—érr] for. Unnatur- 
ally, Hofmann: érzis to be translated by that, and is added as a parallel 
expression to mie det pupciobac quae, in which also ver. 9 is absorbed. — 
araxreiv] equal to drderag meperareiv, ver.6. Only here in the N. T. 
Ver. 8. See on 1 Thess. ii. 0.—depedv] by way of gifl-—tiprov gayetr] to eat 
» bread (Marke iii, 20; Luke xiv. 1; dprov de Matt, xv. 2), has as the 
Hebrew on? DON (Gen. xii, 25; 2 Sam. ix. 7; Prov. xxiii. 6, ete.) the 
idea of eating g generally, so that it is not to be dutingubabo from the simple 
payetv (Mark vi, 81) or éodiew (ver. 10). dprov dayeiy map rong denotes: to 
have maintenance from any one, Without care on our part —ipyacduenar| is 


~~ not to be taken in the sense of temp. jinit, (Flatt and others), but. do. kéig 


4... épyatduere is to be taken together, and forms a. statement of mode 


attached to dprov {pdyouer in contrast to duped, Yet wo may, with Winer, 


ae p. 829 f. [E. 7.351], de Wette, Ellicott, and Hofm., assume that to dgayopan, 
as a contrast to depedy, are added first é nér@ Kat pdyy taking the i we of 
- atadverb, and then to this vésra kal juépay épyatdueroe asa parallel chatse, 
Ver. 9, Paul has indeed the right to be maintained by the churches, but 

he freely renounces this right, in order to present believers with a good 
example. Comp. 1 Cor. ix, 4 f!—-oby 6r’] My meaning is by no means 


~. that; by no means as if. A restriction of the previous statement, in order 


‘to prevent a possible misunderstanding, Comp. 2-Cor, i. 24, iii. 5; Phil, 

hi. 12, iv. 1, 17; Hartung, Partikellehre, TT. p. 163 f—tsovdicae’] power or 

authority, sc, tot Swpedy gayeiv dprov.—dAn] se, dv adm Kad pix0p vinta Kai 

— Wépay épyatouevos dptov éobiouev——On éavrobg, comp, Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 
272; Winer, p. 142 [E. T. 150]. 

Ver. 10. A further reason, along with the example of the : ioote whieh 
should preserve them from drdkrag meperareip —ydp | co-ordinate with the 
yép in ver. 7. Kat cannot serve to bring out bre Jyev apog bpig (so LLof- 
mann), so that it would be explained, with Theodoret: Obd?» kauviv tydv 
ypegaper, GAA? dep: &F aprie. tyueag edidaSapen, For ore quev mpog buac is nO 
mew additional idea, but. only again: resumes what was at least already 


implied in vv. 7 and 8. Kat must accordingly be taken with robro mapyy-: 


— YAAopev duly, and. the emphasis lies on ravro, whic th is. placed first. The _ 
Ineanitig is: for even Bien We were with: you, thie we. commanded 4 Yous -ritro} 


" “10% he. varbal fore, comp. str de iat, ‘Ales 60; Label, ad Pir Pp 349. 
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namely, what Silanes dre et rug eee rig ob OEAet Epyafeotar, pnd? éoth- 
érw| was a Jewish proverb ; see Schoettgen and Wetstein in loco. It has 
its root in the expression in Gen. ili, 19, “that man in the sweat of his brow 
shall eat his bread.—ob ge] Bengel: Nolla vitium est. 

Ver, 11. The reason for reminding them of this saying, ver. 10. Arbi- 
trarily, Hofinann: ydp refers to the whole section vv. 6-10. The verb 
repiepydcectat is only found here in the N. T. (but. comp. repiepyor, 1 Tim, 
v.13, and ra mepiepya rpacce, Acts xix. 19). It denotes a bustling disposition 
busy in useless and supertluous things, about which one should not trouble 
himself Paul thinks on the fanatical excitement, on account of which 
one busied himself about everything except the fulfillment of the duties 
of his eerthly calling. eptepyaCouévovg forms a paronomasia with pydéy 
épyafouévove Comp. Quintilian, inst. orat. vi. 8.54: Afer enim venuste 
Mallium Suram, multum in agendo discursantem, salientem, manus 
jactantem, togam dejicientem et reponentem, non agere dixit sed satagere. 

Ver. 12. Kai rapaxatoiper| se. abtove.—peta jovytac tpyatéuever| with quiet- 
ness, i.e. applying yourself to your earthly calling, subjectively with a quiet 
and collected mind, and objectively with noiseless modesty. Contrast to 
ppdiv Epyaectar aAad wepuepydtecta., Comp. 1 Thess. iv. 1L—éeurar] em- 
ph: uic, their ow bread, that is to say, their selfearned sustenance, avoid- 
ing a maintenanee which depends on the charity of others. 

Ver. 18, The apostle again turns himself to those who had kept them- 
selves free from this fault.—éxkaccivy] with the following participle (see 
Kiihner, IL. p. 869) denotes to be weary in doing something. —cadoraceir] 
cannot signify “to be charitable” (Calvin, Estius, Flatt, Pelt, de Wette, 
Bloomfield, Ewald, Bisping, and most critics), so that the sense would be: 
But suffer not. yourselves, through those who abuse your charity, to be 
restrained from exercising charity in general. The verb can only denote, 
so act as is right and proper. Comp. Gal. vi. 9. As Paul still speaks, even 
in vv. 14, 15, of the special matter which he treated of in the preceding 
words, catoroety cannot be understood in its most general sense, but mast 
be referred to the matter in question. Accordingly, the apostle requires 
that those who had kept themselves free from this fault should not be 
weary in doing what is right and proper, that is to say, that the, y should not 
suffer themselves to be infected with the evil example given. 

Ver. 14. Aca rie émiarorjc] is, by Nicolas de Lyra, Luther, Calvin, Musculus, 
THemiing, Bullinger, Lucius Osiander, Balduin, Grotius, Calovius, Clericus, 
Saag ae Bengel, Moldenhauer, Zachariae, Koppe, Krause, Pelt, 
Winer, 7 8 [E. T. 119], and others, united with what follows. It is 
ustiall Pinel If any obey not my word, note that man to me in 
writing, sc. in order that I may direct what punishment is to be inflicted 
on him. But this interpretation is to be rejected—(1) on account of the 
article rfc, which, if unforced, can only denote a definite epistle lying 


1¥iwald translates it: “nicht Arheit trei- refers it—because anticipating the contents 
bend, sondern sich herumtreibend.” of ver. 15—to the loving and forbearing treat- 
2Also Olshansen understands «adoroely ment of the brethren, 
only of doing good in general, but arbitrarily 
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"before them, not an epistle to be written only at a later period; (2) as the 
-Snversion of the words: dd rip émiorodig totrov oypeiovole, instead of the 
natural order: rotrov dub tHe emote anpewdole, would not be justilied ; 
(3) lastly, because it is very improbable that Paul should still have 
retained for himself a statement of the punishment, as he Ads already in 
ver. 6 stated the mode of punishment, and again repeated it in. this verse, 
commanding them to withdraw from the society of every brother acting 
contrary to hisadmonitions. But interpretations in this connection, us 
that of Bengel: “notate nota censorid, hanc epistolam, ejus admonendi 
~eausa, adhibentes eique inculeantes, ut, aliorum judicio perspecto, se 
demittat,” or that of Pelt: “eum hac epistola freti severius tractate,” alter 
‘the idea of the verb onpewicba, We are obliged to unite dca tig. éxiarorge 


with 76 Ady qudvt It was not necessary to repeat the article r@ before — 


bid rig Emtororme, because 7G Adyo yap did tHe imoroage is blended into the 
‘unity of the idea of a written command. Comp. Winer, p, 128 [E. 'T. 135]. 
‘» éearodg Aenotes the definite Epistle, 7 ¢ our Second Epistle to the 
Thessalonians (comp. 1 Thess. v. 273 Rom. xvi. 22; Col. iv. 16); and the 
command expressed by that Hpistle is the admonition in ver. 12. The 
meaning is: But ifany one acts contrary to my prohibition repeated: in 


this Epistle, note thot man, i.e. mark him, se. in order to avoid intercourse - 


with him (comp. 1 Cor. v. 9, 11), and thereby to bring him to shame (and 

amendment); as Paul, explaining himself, expressly adds : sal ya) cuvava- 

— piyvuobe aire wa éyrparg. This meaning also remains, if, instead of the 

~ Receptus cat ju) ovvavapiyruobe, we read, with Lachmann and Tischendorf 

Lyafter AB D* x, the infinitive pj ovvaraniyrvoda, only the form of expres- 

sion being changed —vrparj]] is passive, not middle (Pelt). Comp. Tit. iL. 

83.1 -Cor. iv. 14, vi 5, xve 24. 
Ver. 15. But no hostile feeling against the erring was to be conjoined with 
this avoidance of social intercourse; on the contrary, as he is a Christian 
brother, advice and admonition are not to be omitted in order to convert 
him from his error by convincing reasons.—d¢] united with pyetota, other. 
wise unusual, brings still more prominently forward the subjective notion 
| or representation implied in the verb. . In a corresponding manner erep 
occurs with. }yeioba: in the LXX. Comp. Job xix. 11, xxiii. 10. 

.. Ver, 16. The apostle, hastening to a conclusion, annexes a benediction 
» tothe exhortation. By. 6 xipiog rij¢ eipiyg ig meant not God, but Chirist, 
and the genitive designates Him as the Creator and Producer of eipivy— 
rhe eipfuyg and rip elpfvyy] ave usually interpreted, either of mutual har 
“mony or of peace of mind (or even, as e.g. by Schott, of both together, exter- 


nal and internal peace). The first-mentioned interpretation is untenable, 
_~ because there is in the Epistle not the slightest trace of dissensions in the 


church; and the shift that the fanatical excitement in the church, antl 


180, correctly, Chrysostom, Clarius, Estins, | Bolten, Flatt, Schott, Olshausen, de Wette, 
Piscator, Andrew Osiander, Aretius, Meno-  Baumgarten-Crusins, Bloomfield, . Alford, 
‘Chius, Vorstius, Cornelius a Lapide, Beza, . Ewald, Bisping, Ellicott, Buttmann, Gramni. 
omond., Hammond, Nat. Alexander, Joa-. 
chim: Lange, Harduin, Whitby, Benson, 







‘mann, Riggenbach,and others, 





“des neutest Sprachgebr, p. 80 [FT 92]; Hof 


























CHAP. II, 15-18. - : 631 
the idleness consequent upon it, might. lead to éxiernal disquiet, aa 
accordingly the wish of the apostle was occasioned with a view to the 
future, is far-fetched and arbitrary, because Paul prays for what was 
immediately to occur. There is nothing against ihe second interpretation, 
as calmness of mind or peace of soul is undoubtedly indicated by sipfvy 
(Phil, iv. 7). See Meyer and Weiss in loco. Yet it is also admissible ‘to. 
understand eipfyy both times (corresponding to the Hebrew Does ; see 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 22 ff) in the sense of salvation or blissing, and, 
indeed, on account of the article rj and r4v, of the definite —that is to 
say, the specifically Christian blessing or salvation. This interpretation is 
also supported by the fact, that as ydpuc nal elpfry at the commencement of 
the apostolic Epistles corresponds to the Saluéem or: eb mpérrew of profane 
writers, so the apostolic benediction at the conclusion of the Epistles is 
nothing else than the Christian transformation of the usual Valete or 
éppwote—dia wavréc] always, Rom. xi. 10; Matt. xviii. 10; Acts ii. 25— 
pera révrav tudor] accordingly even with the drdxrae reperaroivrec. ; 

Vv. 17, 18. Autographic salutation, with a repeated benediction. Paul 
had not written the letter with his own hand, but dictated it. Comp. Rom. 

xvi, 223 1 Cor. xvi. 215 Col. iv. 18.—é] does not stand by attraction for 
ig, DOV also does it bring forward a simple special point from the foregoing 
(so Wieseler on Gal. vi. 11; and Laurent in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1864, p. 689; 
Neutestan, Studien, Gotha 1866, p. 5: “which, namely, the autographic 
writing ”), bat it refers to the whole preceding idea : which circumstance of 
the salutation now iwritten.—onpeior] @ sign, i.e. ameark of authenticity. Comp. 
ii. 2 Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Bullinger, Estius, Piscator, 
Menochinus, Cornelius a Lapide, Er. Schmid, Beza, Joachim Lange, Har- 
duin, Benson, Bengel, Moldenhauer, Zachariae, Baur (Paulus, p. 489), 
Hofmann, Riggenbach, and most critics, incorrectly find this mark in the 
addition of the words following in ver. 18; for the autographic salutation 
is expressly designated as this mark. But a salutation and a, benediction are 
different from each other.—év mdon érioroAq] in every Epistle, can only be 
referred to all the Epistles which the apostle has, perhaps, at a later 
period, still to write to the Thessalonians. For only for the Thessalonians, 
who had already been actually deceived by a false Pauline Epistle, and 
led into error, was such a precaution of practical importance against anew 
deception. Besides, if tv mdoy érioroAq is to be understood absolutely 
instead of relatively, the autographic salutation would be found in all the 
Epistles of the apostle. But itis only found in 1 Cor. xvi. 21 and Col.iv. 18— 
obra ypddo] thus—that is to say, in such characters as are given in vy. 17 
and 18—TI write. The handwriting of the apostle was accordingly still 
unknown to the readers. From this it follows, that also the First Epistle 
to the Thessalonians was not written by the apostle’s own hand. More- 
over, Zeltner (de monogrammate Pauli, Altorfii 1721), Bengel, and Molden- 
hauer erroneously—because transferring a modern custom into antiquity— 
consider that we are here to think on characters artificially twisted into a 
monogram by the apostle and rendered incapable of shareable Against Zelt- 
ner, see Wolf, p. 402 ff 
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Norns By AMERICAN Eprror. 
LXI. Vv. 1-5. 


(a) te 1 Thess. ce i (ty: 1) introdixees the THietaioiy section. Tt follows a 
“passage of a kindred sort to that in ii. 16, 17 of this epistle, The similarity in the 
two cases is noticeable, It is worthy of remark, however, that, in the first epistle, 

‘the passage answering to ii. 16, 17 contains. the prayer that God would open the 
way for the Apostle’s return to them, and would establish and confirm th em in 
~, holiness, and Aouréy opens an exhortation to walk according to what he had taught 


them. Here, on the other hand, the exhortation to hold fast his. instructions, and . 


the prayer for their confirmation, both precede 70 Accrév, while this adverbial ex- 
pression introduces a request for their prayers that he might have freedom in 
preaching everywhere, and might be delivered from those who would hinder his 
work, And then, by a sort of repetition, thoughts corresponding with those of iL 
16, 17 are added in ili, 8-5 —(b) The request which he makes, in asking for their 
prayers for himself, is that the word of the Lord may have free cotse and be 
glorified. He undoubtedly has in mind, however, the preaching of the word ly 
himself and his companions, as the prominent thought.~(¢) From the styyeestions 
of both epistles we must believe the persons alluded to in ver. 2 to he Jewish 
‘enemies, to whom the word drémey would seem peculiarly applicable. a(t) Che 
- question as to whether tot tovypod of ver, 3 is masculine or neater, is hardly to be 
| lanswered with confidence. “Che argument in favor of the neater, which is urged 
“by. Linem, and Alf—that ii. 17 suggests it—is of quite doubtful force, heennse 
7 hourdy makes anew paragraph and allows a new thought. The argument de- 
“rived from a supposed reference to the Lord’s prayer (IU, and some others) is not 
“to be pressetl, because this reference is very questionable, "he similarity in the 
two. passages may be merely fanciful. ‘The fact that there has been no reference 
to Satan in the context, and that the following verse, which seems to be in a cer. 
gain connection with this verse, speaks of confidence that the readers both were 
~ doing and would do the things which had been enjoined as Christian duty, may he 
considered as favoring the neuter. Rob. Grin, A. V,, Noyes tr, de W., Alf, 
~ Litinem. and others hold that it is nenter. R.V., EIL, Davidson tr, Bib, Comm, 
Mason, Words, Hofm,, Olsh,, Calv., and others rep: and. it us masenlinie vm(e) With 


ver. 4, ii, 15 and 1 Thess, iv, 1 may be compared. | In the last-mentioned verse, he — 


| prays that, ag they are now walking according to what he had taught, they muy 
do so in the future ; here; he expresses confidence that they: will do so. 


XII. We 6-18, 


. (a) With v ver, 6 comp. 1 Thess, y. 14 and iv. 11. The exhartation with regard 

to these disorderly persons is presented here more in detail. I would appear 
from this fact, that some increase of the evil indicated may have taken place since 
- the first letter, or that he may have received more definite information concerning 
it. The latter seems to be clearly indicated i in-ver.11, He recalls his own course 


penton by way of reminiscence, and urges it as an example which they should 





the eorntepondenoe in n exprossio ns with the first h apiate ig a YOY striking. 








of. action and example when he was in their city, which in 1 Thess. ii. he had 
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 -(b) Ver. 10 seems to show that this tendency to give up this world’s work was’ 


an attendant, in many cases, upon the entrance into the Christian life—the new 
thoughts, the spiritual atmosphere, the future, making the daily duties in earthly 
things seem unnecessary. Warnings against tendencies to such errors in different 
lines are given in the N.'T., and must have been found needful by the Apostolic 
preachers.—-(¢) mepeepyagapévong (ver. 11) as contrasted with épyalouévove, implies 
a busying themselves with things belonging to the sphere of others, and neglect- 
ing those of their own sphere. The very strong word dAAorpwericKoroc used in 1 
Pet. iv. 15 may be compared.—(d) The fact that the exhortation and suggestion 
of vy. 6ff and the exhortation in ver. 12 (iva pera youxiao x,7.2.) are in each of. 
the two Epistles so closely connected with the passage which relates to the Parou- 
sia-—that of ver, 12 following it in this Ep., and immediately preceding it in 1 
Thess. (iv. 11)—is, not improbably, indicative of a connection between the mis- 
taken notions, which members of the Thess. church had respecting the time of that 
great event, and their neglect of their earthly business. These mistaken notions 
may have been a cause of this: neglect. But the most that can be affirmed with 
respect to such a connection is a possibility or probability, not a certainty.—(e) The 
reference of det Tie émoroAge (ver. 14) to the present letter is satisfactorily proved 
by the considerations which Liinem. sets forth. The reference of «bpeog (ver. 16) 
which he gives is, also, to be adopted as probably correct. Elsewhere, when re- 
ferring to God in such a phrase, the Apostle uses the words 6 Gebe rig elpyungs, as 
AL remarks—(f) The addition of the autograph passage vv. 17, 18 is perhaps 
connected with the fact that a letter had been received by the church which 
claimed to be his, but was not actually so (see ii. 2). It is probable that such 
autograph additions were made in his subsequent epistles generally or always, and 
not merely in letters to this church. That he has special reference, however, in 
the words as here used, to what he might have occasion to write to the Thess, is 
not improbable. 
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IIL, 3848-372; notes by American 
Hditor, 872-376; exegesis of Chapter 
TV., 377-392; notes by American 
Editor, 892-394, 
Covetousness, warned against asidolatry, — 
349, 350. 
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Daniel, prophecies of, 609, 616. 
Deaconesses, 160. 
Demas, 386, 887, 394. 
Devil, ruler of the Cosmos, 220. 
Docetism, 76, 85, 248. 
E 
Epaphras, 101; founder of the Church in 
Colossae, 194, 212, 218, 265, 290, 883~ 
887, 393. 
Epaphroditus, 3, 4, 10, 22, 101-105, 115, 
157, 161, 175, 186, 188, 189, 191. 
_ Epicurean corruption among Christians, 
146, 147, — 
_ Epiphanius, 232, 396, 438. 
Episcopate, doctrine of the,10.. 
Essenes, 196, 232. 
_ Euodia and Syntache, 5, 164, 186." 
_ Exegetical literature, 427-429. 
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Fellowship, 47, 48, 50. Tal 


Flavius Clemens, 187. 


Freedmen of the emperor at Rome, 


186, 187... 
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Gain (to die is), $2, 83, 35. 


Glory of the Messianic kingdom, 218- 
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to the Philippians, 84-86. 
Gnosticism in Cologsae, 195-198. 


| ar: oes 
Hades, 40, 56; the dead in, 83; descent 
of Christ into, 88, 
Hermas, Shepherd of, 280, 251, 


Hippolytus, 675.0 
Holy Spirit. See Spirit, Moly. 


I 


Ignatius, referred to or quoted, 27, 88, 
119, 130, 229, 242, 261, B47, 871, 438, 


~.-Tnearnation, the, 75-77. 


“Intermediate state, 40, 46, 83. 
Trenaeus, referred to or quoted, 4, 85, 
199, 232, 438, 568, 605, 
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~~ Jesus Justus, 385, 398, 415. 
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©. 119-124, 152, 153; in Colossae, 195~ 
198, 282, 317. Hae 
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Kingdom, the Messianic, 218-220. 
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~ Tactantius, 545. 


~ Laodiceans, Epistle to, 204, 281, 388~ 


Life, hidden with Christ, 845-347, 
Linus, 186. : iat a! 


ven B96; 269. 
2 TDaebuia, 64,8 
Take, 186, 386, 387... 


> Logos, doctrine of the, 79, 80, 110, 293- fo 
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1 Mareton, 3, 4, 199, 396, 568. 
| Mark, 186, 385, 393, 


Masters, duties of toward slaves, 877, 
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Millennial reign of Christ, 527, 542. 


Mohwunied, as Antichrist, 608, 600, 
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‘Napoleon as Antichrist, 609, 


- | Nang. £97:198. 670, 6062 a8 Antichrist, 
~. Gnostic ideas charged upon the Epistle Nero, 187,198, 70, 606; as Antichrist, 
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978; 831-B41; 872-876; 802-0045 
415-420; 458-461; 491-495; 509- 
Bll; H88-H42; 660, 561; 488-590 ; 
619-623 + G82, 683. 

Nymphas, 888. 
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Onesimus, 194, 199, 876, 882, 383, 805, 
“404, 406-408, 412, 418, 419. : 

Ontology, 287, 285. 

Origen, 89, 200, 806, 438, 

Original sin, 853. ‘ 
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Papal hierarchy and Protestants, 607, 


608. 
Paradise, 40, 46, 57. 


-Parousia of the Lord, 14, 20, 39,57, 67, 


87, M4, 10, 158, 165, 210, 241, 249, 
250, 800, 844-847, BH, 401, 529, 540, 
BAl, 645, SOL, 582, 688, 489, G12, GBI. 


Paul, the Apostle, visits Philippi, 13 


writes from Rome Epistle to the 
Fuilippians, 2,83 strong fecling exe 
prec 4; another Epistle by to the 
Ahilippians, 6, U19-121, 1625 posi« 
tion of at time of writing, 2-24: 
factions opposition to, 25-27 ; spirit of 
under this trial, 20,30; expectation 
and hope of, 80-32; confidence in ree 
sultof trial, 32-388; exhortations, ete., 
41-46, 58;-on the second coming of 
the Lord, 48; claim of as to origin, 
position, character, etc, 126, 127; the 
prize, the race, the contest, the strug- 
- gle, 186-140, 145 ; supposed letters of 
to Seneca, 187, 188 ; sufferings of for 
-. Christ, 2538-266, 276; on the resur- 


os rection of believers: gnd. unbelievers, 
526-837; expectation of being alive 


_at the parousia of the Lord, 5382-534, 
589-542; martyrdom of, 570; arito- 
phic salutation in Epistles, 631, 
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Philippi, 25-29, 538, 117. 

Pelagius, 14, 15, °35, "81, 84, 119, 138, 
148, 161, 162, 165, 167, 176, 186, 184, 
23 30, 592, 504, 618, 

Perseverance of saints, 48, 

Philemon, 1 194, 


ete, 396, 397 5 contents of Epistle, 
398 3 ex ceyesis, o9S—415 ; ‘notes by 
American E ditor, 415-420. 
Philippi, in Macedonia, Roman eclony, 
1; first. city in Europe visited by 
Paul, 1; the church planted there, 1, 


Philippians, Epistle to, written in 
Rome, 2 2; date of composition, 2,3; 
occasion of writing the Epistle, 3: 
exhibits Paul’s love towards the Phil: 
ippians, 3,4; synopsis of contents, 4; 


genuineness and unity, 4,5; attacks 


on by rationalists, 5, 6; another Epis- 
ile written before by Paul not now 
oe uit, 6, 119-121 ; contents of chapter 
Ly and exogesis, 8-46 ; notes hy Amer- 
iean Kilitor, 46-58 ; s exeg esis of chap- 
ter IL, G0-LO06; notes by Aanerican 
Editor, 106-116; the classic al passage 
or Qos, G6, 78: exegesis. of chapter 
TIL, Ui7-151; "notes by American 
Eiitor, 152- 158; exegesis of chapter 
LV., 159-188 ; notes by American 
Editor, 1 188-191, 

Polyearp, Epistle of to Philippians, 4, 
6, 10, 40, 119-121, 488, 568, 

Pope of Rome as Antichrist, 607, 608. 

Praetorium, 22, 28, 61, 186, 187. 

Praetorium of Terod, "187, 

Prayer, perseverance in, 378, 379. 

Preaching through envy, ete, 52-55 

Psalms and hymns, Christian songs, 
805, 375, 370. 
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Reconciliation, 240-248, 273-275, 

Regener: ution, new life in Christ, 353- 

3bb7. 

Resurrection, the general, 184, 185, 
155; resurrection of ‘believers and 
unbelievers, 5 527, . 

Resurrection beady: the, 150, 151. 


so 


Sy alutation, apostolic, 681. 
Salvation, 31, 54. 
‘Saviour, the, 157, 165, 166. 


Seeond coming of the Lord, 48, 459. : 


See Parousia, 


B83, 415 ; Epistle of 
Paul to, 305420 ; genuineness, date, 





Paul, 187, 188. 


| Silas (Silvanus), 161, 186, 482, 487, 


445, 446, 449, 459, 470, 479, 498, 502, 2 
567, 568, B77. 2 
Singing by. Christians, 365-367. 

Socinian errors, 226, 231, 


Socrates and Plato, referred to, 844, 


Spirit of Christ, 30, 54, 55, 294. 

Spirit, Holy, 30, 42, 55, 61, 118, 124, 
166, 218, 216, 322, 365, 520, 52, 

Syntache, 5. See Euodia. 

Syzygus, 162, 188, 


ce 


Teleology, 235. 


Temperance commended and taped 325, 

Tertullian, referred to or quoted, 4,196, 
199, 200, 322, 365, 396, 438, 568, 605, 

Thankfulness, duty. and privilege of, 
368, 376. 

Theodore of Mopsuestia, referred to or 
quoted, 10, 16, 20, 22,71, 183, 220, 
330, 517, 518, 605, ar 

Theodoret, referred to or quoted, 12, 15, 
ve 20-23, 30, 35, 40, 43, 44, 61, 67, 
71, 74, 84, 8h, 101, 105, 119, 129, 131, 
133, 136, 137, 147, 149, 151, 161, 165, 
167, 168, 170, 210, 212, 217, 243) 247, 
255, 258, 281, 301, 315, 318, 330) 845, ; 
350, 364, 372, § 391, 398, 448, 449, 451, . 
452, 454, 468, 470, 483° 503, 507, 513, 
515, 517, 524, 528, 532, 535, 536, 587, 


604, 605, 606, 615, 625, 62 m7, 631 


‘Theophylact, referred to or quoted, A, 


17, 18,.29, 35, 387, 43, 67, 70, 71,. 76, 
81, 83, , 88, 93, 96, 118, 119, 129, "133, 
136, 137, 144, 146, 161, 160, 161, 165, 
168, 173, 176, 177, 178, 180, 186, 209, 
214, 218, 22 23, 227, 23 34, 243. 249, 255, 
20, 262, 295, 296, 301, 311, 321, 328, 
326, 330, 344. 345, 350, 857, 359, 362, 
365, 367, 372, 383, 389, 391, 398, 400, 
403, 411, 445, 448) 449, 450, 451, 453, 
457, 466, 467, ATI, 473, ATA, 476, 482, 
483, 498, 499, 513, 514, 517, 551, 552, 
564, BBD, 582, 584, 585, 587, 594, 598, 
612, 628, 631. 
Thess: ulonians, First Epistle to, Intro- 
‘duction, 431-442; occasion, design, 
contents, 433-436 ; date and place of 
writing, 486, 487; genuineness, 438- 
442; exegesis, chapter I., 444-458; 
notes by American Editor, 458-461 ; 
contents, chapter IT, 463; exegesis, 
463-491; notes by American Editor, 
491-495 ; contents, chapter ITI, 497; - 
exevesis, 497-509 ; notes by: American 
Editor, 509-511 ; contents, chapter 


546, 552, 558, 582, 595, 597, 600, is a 


“688. 


> TV, 513; exegesis, 518-597; notes | 


by, American. Editor, 588-542; con- 
~ tents, chapter V., 544; exegesis, 544- 


559; notes. by American Editor, 560, 
561 Js Peas 


Thessalonians, Second Epistle to, Intro- : 


duction, 563-575; occasion, design, 
contents, 663, 564; date and place of 


writing; 564-568; genuineness, 5U8- | 
7 > B , 


875; exegesis, chapter L, 576~588 ; 


. notes by American Editor, 588-590; | 


exegesis, chapter IL, 692-605; fur- 
_. ther remarks on chaper IL, 1-12, 
605-616; hortatory portion, 616-619 ; 
motes by American Editor, 619-623 ; 
exegesis, chapter ITT., 625-631 ; notes 
by American Editor, 632, 633. 
-. Thessalonieca, city of, 481, 482; church 
in, planted by Paul, 432, 433. 


“Timothy, 3, 8, 9, 46, 98-101, 108, 114 
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918, 214, 268, 898, 482, 437, 445, 446, 
449, 459, 471, 472, 407, 498, 502, 50d, 
609, 610, 664, 407, 568, 677, 
Titus, 186, 
Trichotomy (spirit, soul, body), 657, 558, 
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Tychicus, 194, 199, 382, 805, 
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Uneleanness, Christians warned against, 
"848, 849, 


Women, holy, in Philippi, 160, 163, 
Worship in the primitive Church, G4, 
Wrath of God at the day of judg- 
~ ment, 350, . , 


